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VETERANS’ READJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1952 





TUESDAY, JUNE 10, 1952 


Unirep Sratres SENATE, 
SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ 
EpucaTIon AND REHABILITATION BENEFITS 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON Lapor AND Pusiic WELFARE, 
Washington, D.C. 


The subcommittee met at 10:30 a. m., pursuant to call, in room 
F—42, the Capitol, Hon. Lister Hill (chairman of the subcommittee) 
presiding. 

Present: Senators Hill, Douglas, Pastore, and Ives. 

Also present: William H. Coburn, chief clerk; Ray Rodgers, assist- 
ant clerk; Paul Menk, staff member; Dwyer Shugrue, administrative 
assistant to Senator Ives, and Fred Miller, VA liaison officer. 

Senator Hinz. The committee will be in order. At this point I 
will insert the bill in the record. 

(The bill referred to is as follows :) 


[H. R. 7656, 82d Cong., 2d sess. ] 


AN ACT To provide vocational readjustment and to restore lost educational opportunities 
to certain persons who served in the Armed Forces on or after June 27, 1950, and prior 
to such date as shall be fixed by the President or the Congress, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, 


TITLE I-—SHORT TITLE AND STATEMENT OF POLICY 
SHORT TITLE 


Sec. 101. This Act may be cited as the “Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance 
Act of 1952.” 
STATEMENT OF POLICY 


Sec. 102. The Congress of the United States hereby declares that the veterans’ 
education and training program created by this Act is for the purpose of pro- 
viding vocational readjustment and restoring lost educational opportunities to 
those service men and women whose educational or vocational ambitions have 
been interrupted or impeded by reason of active service in the Armed Forces 
during a period of national emergency and for the purpose of aiding such persons 
in attaining the educational and training status which they might normally have 
aspired to and obtained had they not served their country; and that the home, 
farm, and business-loan benefits, the old-age and survivors insurance credits, 
the mustering out payments, and the employment assistance provided for by this 
Act are for the purpose of assisting in the readjustment of such persons from 
military to civilian life. 


TITLE II—EDUCATIONAL AND VOCATIONAL ASSISTANCE 
Part I—DErFINITIONS 


Sec. 201. For the purposes of this title— 

(1) the term “basic service period” means the period beginning on June 27, 
1950, and ending on such date as shall be determined by Presidential proclama- 
tion or concurrent resolution of the Congress: 

(2) the term “eligible veteran” means any person who is not in the active 
service in the Armed Forces and who— 
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(A) has served in the active service in the Armed Forces at any time 
during the basic service period, 

(B) has been discharged or released from such active service under con- 
ditions other than dishonorable, and 

(C) has served in the active service in the Armed Forces for ninety 
days or more (exclusive of any period he was assigned by the Armed Forces 
to a civilian institution for a course of education or training which was 
substantially the same as established courses offered to civilians, or as a 
cadet or midshipman at one of the service academies), or has been dis- 
charged or released from active service by reason of an actual service-in- 
curred injury or disability ; 

(3) the term “program of education or training” means any single unit 
course or subject, any curriculum, or any combination of unit courses or sub- 
jects, which is generally accepted as necessary to fulfill requirements for the 
attainment of a predetermined and identified educational, professional, or vo- 
cational objective: 

(4) the term “course” means an organized unit of subject matter in which in- 
struction is offered within a given period of time or which covers a specific 
amount of related subject matter for which credit toward graduation or certifi- 
cation is usually given; 

(5) the term “dependent” means 

(A) a child (as defined in paragraph VI of Veterans Regulation Numbered 
10, as amended) of an eligible veteran, 

(B) a parent (as defined in paragraph VII of Veterans Regulation Num- 
bered 10, as amended) of an eligible veteran, if the parent is in fact depend- 
ent upon the veteran, and 

(C) the wife of an eligible veteran, or, in the case of an eligible veteran 
who is a woman, her husband if he is in fact dependent upon the veteran ; 

(6) the trem “educational institution” means any public or private elementary 
school, secondary school, vocational school, correspondence school, business 
school, junior college, teachers college, college, normal school, professional school, 
university, scientific or technical institution, or other institution furnishing 
education for adults; 

(7) the term “training establishment’ means any business or other establish- 
ment providing apprentice or other training on the job, including those under 
the supervision of a college or university or any State department of education, 
or any State apprenticeship agency, or any State board of vocational education, 
or any apprentice council, or the Bureau of Apprenticeship established in accord- 
ance with Public Law 308, Seventy-fifth Congress, or any agency of the Federal 
Government authorized to supervise such training; 

(8) the term “Armed Forces” means the Army, the Navy, the Air Force, the 
Marine Corps, and the Coast Guard of the United States: 

(9) the term “State” means the several States, the Territories and possessions 
of the United States, and the District of Columbia ; 

(10) the term “Administrator” means the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs ; 
and 

(11) the term “Commissioner” means the United States Commissioner of 
Education. 


Part II-—ELicisiLiry 
ENTITLEMENT TO EDUCATION OR TRAINING GENERALLY 


Sec. 211. Each eligible veteran shall, subject to the provisions of this title, 
be entitled to the education or training provided under this title. 


COMMENCEMENT; TIME LIMITATIONS 


Sec. 212. (a) No eligible veteran shall be entitled to initiate a program of edu- 
eation or training under this title after September 1, 1954, or after two years 
after his discharge or release from active service, whichever is later. 

(b) The program of education and training of an eligible veteran under this 
title shall, on and after the delimiting date for the veteran to initiate his program, 
be pursued continuously until completion except that an eligible veteran may 
suspend the pursuit of his program for periods of not more than 12 consecutive 
months, and may suspend the pursuit of such program for longer periods if the 
Administrator finds that the suspension for each such period was due to con- 
ditions beyond the control of the eligible veteran. 





VETERANS READJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1952 3 


(c) In the event an eligible veteran returns to active service in the Armed 
Forces during the basic service period, his date of discharge or release shall, 
for the purposes of this section and section 213, be the date of his discharge or 
release from his last period of active service which began during the basic 
service period. 


EXPIRATION OF ALL EDUCATION AND TRAINING 


Sec. 213. No education or training shall be afforded an eligible veteran under 
this title beyond seven years after either his discharge or release from active 
service or the end of the basie service period, whichever is earlier. 


DURATION OF VETERAN’S EDUCATION OR TRAINING 


Sec. 214. (a) Each eligible veteran shall be entitled to education or train- 
ing under this title for a period equal to one and a half times the duration of 
his active service in the Armed Forces during the basic service period (or to the 
equivalent thereof in part-time training), except that 

(1) in computing the duration of his active service in the Armed 
Forees, there shall be excluded a period equal to any period he was assigned 
by the Armed Forces to a civilian institution for a course of education or 
training which was substantially the same as established courses offered to 
civilians or as a cadet or midshipman at one of the service academies; 

(2) the period of education or training to which an eligible veteran 
shall be entitled under this title shall not, except as provided in subsection 
(b), exceed thirty-six months; and 

(3) the period of education or training to which an eligible veteran 
shall be entitled under this title together with education or training received 
under part VII (Public Law 16, Seventy-eighth Congress, as amended, and 
Publie Law 894, Eighty-first Congress, as amended), or part VIII of Veterans 
Regulation Numbered 1 (a), as amended, shall not, except as provided 
in subsection (b), exceed forty-eight months in the aggregate. 

(b) Whenever the period of entitlement to education or training under this 
title of an eligible veteran who is enrolled in an educational institution reg- 
ularly operated on the quarter or semester system ends during a quarter or 
semester and after a major part of such semester or quarter has expired, 
such period shall be extended to the termination of such unexpired quarter 
or semester. In all other courses offered by educational institutions, when- 
ever the period ot eligibility ends after a major portion of the course is 
completed such period may be extended to the end of the course or for nine 
weeks, whichever is the lesser period. 

(c) In the case of any eligible veteran who is pursuing any program of edu- 
eation or training exclusively by correspondence, one-fourth of the elapsed 
time in following such program of education or training shall be charged 
against the veteran’s period of entitlement. 


Part ILI—ENROLLMEN1 


SELECTION OF PROGRAM 


Sec. 221. Subject to the provisions of this title, each eligible veteran may 
select a program of education or training to assist him in attaining an educa- 
tional, professional, or vocational objective at any educational institution or 
training establishment selected by him, whether or not located in the State in 
which he resides, which will accept and retain him as a student or trainee in 
any field or branch of knowledge which such institution or establishment finds 
him qualified to undertake or pursue. In no event, however, may an eligible 
veteran pursue a program of education or training under this title at an edu- 
cational institution or training establishment which is not located in a State, 
except that the Administrator may approve the pursuit of a program of edu- 
cation or training in the Republic of the Philippines at an approved educa- 
tional institution or training establishment. 


APPLICATIONS |; APPROVAL 


or training under this title shall submit an application to the Administrator 
which shall be in such form, and contain such information, as the Administrator 
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shall prescribe. The Administrator shall approve such application unless he 
finds that such veteran is not eligible for or entitled to the education or training 
applied for or that his program of education or training fails to meet any of 
the requirements of this title, or that the eligible veteran is already qualified, 
by reason of previous education and training, for the educational, professional, 
or vocational objective for which the courses of the program of education or 
training are offered. The Administrator shall notify the eligible veteran of 
the approval or disapproval of his application. 


CHANGE OF PROGRAM 


Sec. 228. (a) Subject to the provisions of section 222, each eligible veteran 
may, at any time prior to the end of the period during which he is entitled to 
initiate a program of education or training under this title, make not more 
than one change of program of education or training. 

(b) Each eligible veteran, who has not made a change of program of education 
or training before the expiration of the period during which he is entitled to 
initiate a program of education or training under this title, may make not 
more than one change of program of education or training with the approval of 
the Administrator. The Administrator shall approve such a change if he 
finds that 

(1) the eligible veteran is not making satisfactory progress in his present 
program and that the failure is not due to his own misconduct, his own 
neg'ect, or his own lack of application, and if the program to which the 
eligible veteran desires to change is more in keeping with his aptitude or 
previous education and training; or 

(2) the program to which the eligible veteran desires to change, while 
not a part of the program currently pursued by him, is a normal progression 
from such program. 


AVOCATIONAL AND RECREATIONAL COURSES 


Sec. 224. (a) The Administrator shall not approve the enrollment of an eligible 
veteran in any bartending course, dancing course, or personality development 
course. 

(b) The Administrator shall not approve the enrollment of an eligible veteran 

(1) in any photography course, entertainment course, or any flight train- 
ing course pursued as a hobby or which the Administrator finds to be 
avocational or recreational in character, or 

(2) in any music course—instrumental or vocal—public speaking course, 
or course in sports or athletics such as horseback riding, swimming, fishing, 
skiing, golf, baseball, tennis, bowling, sports officiating, or other sport or 
athletic courses, except courses of applied music, physical education, or 
public speaking which are offered by institutions of higher learning for 
credit as an integral part of a program leading to an educational objective, 
or 

(3) in any other type of course which the Administrator finds to be 
avocational or recreational in character ; 

unless the eligible veteran submits justification showing that the course will be 
of bona fide use in the pursuit of his present or contemplated business or 
occupation. 


DISCONTINUANCE FOR UNSATISFACTORY PROGRESS 


Sec. 225. The Administrator shall discontinue the education and training 
allowance of an eligible veteran if, at any time, he finds that, according to the 
regularly prescribed standards and practices of the educational institution or 
training establishment, the conduct or progress of such veteran is unsatisfactory. 


MINIMUM NUMBER OF NONVETERAN STUDENTS REQUIRED 


Sec. 226. The Administrator shall not approve the enrollment of any eligible 
veteran, not already enrolled, in any nonaccredited course below the college 
level offered by a proprietary profit or proprietary nonprofit educational institu- 
tion for any period during which the Administrator finds that more than three- 
fourths of the students enrolled in the course are having all or any part of 
their tuition, fees, or other charges paid to or for them by the educational insti- 
tution or the Veterans’ Administration under part VII or part VIII of Veterans 
Regulation Numbered 1 (a) or this title. 
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PERIOD OF OPERATION FOR APPROVAL 


Sec. 227. (a) The Administrator shall not approve the enrollment of an eli- 
gible veteran in any course offered by an educational institution when such 
course has been in operation for less than two years. 

(b) Subsection (a) shall not apply to— 

(1) any course to be pursued in a public or other tax-supported educa- 
tional institution ; 

(2) any course which is offered by an educational institution which has 
been in operation for more than two years, if such course is similar in 
character to the instruction previously given by such institution ; or 

(3) any course which has been offered by an institution for a period of 
more than two years, notwithstanding the institution has moved to another 
location within the same general locality. 


INSTITUTIONS LISTED BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 


Sec. 228. The Administrator shall not approve the enrollment of, or payment 
of an education and training allowance to, any eligible veteran in any course 
in an educational institution or training establishmet while it is listed by the 
Attorney General under section 3 of part III of Executive Order 9835, as 
amended. 

Part [V—-PAYMENTS TO VETERANS 


EDUCATION AND TRAINING ALLOWANCE 


Sec. 231. (a) The Administrator shall pay to each eligible veteran who is 
pursuing a program of education or training under this title, and who applies 
therefor, an education and training allowance to meet in part the expenses of 
his subsistence, tuition fees, supplies, books, and equipment. 

(b) The education and training allowance for an eligible veteran shall be 
paid, as provided in section 232, only for the period of the veteran’s enroll- 
ment as approved by the Administrator, but no allowance shall be paid 

(1) to any veteran enrolled in a course approved under section 253 or a 
course of institutional on-furm training for any period when the veteran is 
not pursuing his course in accordance with the regularly established policies 
and regulations of the institution and the requirements of this title, 

(2) to any veteran enrolled in a course approved under section 254 or in 
a course of apprentice or other training on the job for any day of absence in 
excess of thirty days in a twelve-month period, not counting as absences 
weekends or legal holidays established by Federal or State law during which 
the institution or establishment is not regularly in session or operation, or 

(5) to any veteran pursuing his program of education exclusively by 
correspondence for any period during which no lessons were serviced by the 
institution. 

(c) No education and training allowance shall be paid to an eligible veteran 
for any period until the Administrator shall have received 

(1) from the eligible veteran (A) in the case of an eligible veteran enrolled 
in a course approved under section 253 or a course of institutional on-farm 
training, a certification that he was actually enrolled in and pursuing the 
course as approved by the Administrator, or (B) in the case of an eligible 
veteran enrolled in a course approved under section 254 or a course of 
apprentice or other training on the job, a certification as to actual attendance 
during such period, or (C) in the case of an eligible veteran enrolled in a 
program of education or training by correspondence, a certification as to 
the number of lessons actually completed by the veteran and serviced by the 
institution, and 

(2) from the educational institution or training establishment, a certifica- 
tion, or an endorsement on the veteran's certificate, that such veteran was 
enrolled in and pursuing a course of education or training during such period, 
and, in the case of an institution furnishing education or training to a 
veteran exclusively by correspondence, a certification, or an endorsement on 
the veteran's certificate, as to the number of lessons completed by the veteran 
and serviced by the institution. 

Education and training allowances shall, insofar as practicable, be paid within 
twenty days after receipt by the Administrator of the certifications required by 
this subsection. 
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COMPUTATION OF EDUCATION AND TRAINING ALLOWANCES 


Sec. 232. (a) The education and training allowance of an eligible veteran who 
is pursuing a program of education or training in an educational institution and 
is not entitled to receive an education and training allowance under subsection 
(b), (ec), (ad), (e), or (f) shall be computed as follows: 

(1) If such program is pursued on a full-time basis, such allowance shall 
be computed at the rate of $110 per month, if the veteran has no dependent, 
or at the rate of $150 per month, if he has one or more dependents. 

(2) If such program is pursued on a three-quarters time basis, such 
allowance shall be computed at the rate of $80 per month, if the veteran has 
no dependent, or at the rate of $110 per month, if he has one or more 
dependents. 

(3) If such program is pursued on a half-time basis, such allowance shall 
be computed at the rate of $50 per month, if the veteran has no dependent, 
or at the rate of $70 per month, if he has one or more dependents. 

(b) The edueation and training allowance of an eligible veteran who is pur- 
suing a full-time program of education and training which consists of institu- 
tional courses and on-the-job training, with the on-the-job training portion of the 
program being strictly supplemental to the institutional portion, shall be com- 
puted at the rate of (1) $90 per month, if he has no dependent, or (2) $120 per 
month, if he has one or more dependents. 

(c) The education and training allowance of an eligible veteran pursuing ap- 
prentice or other training on the job shail be computed at the rate of (1) $70 
per month, if the has no dependent, or (2) $95 per mounth, if he has one or more 
dependents; execpt that his education and training allowance shall be reduced 
at the end of each four-month period as his program progresses by an amount 
which bears the same ratio to the basic education and training allowance as 
four months bears to the total duration of his apprentice or other training on 
the job; but in no case shall the Administrator pay an education and training al- 
lowance under this subsection in an amount which, when added to the compen- 
sation to be paid to the veteran, in accordance with his approved training pro- 
gram, for productive labor performed as a part of his course, would exceed the 
rate of (1) $225 per month, if he has no dependent, or (2) $300 per month, if he 
has one or more dependents. For the purpose of computing allowances under 
this subsection, the duration of the training of an eligible veteran shall be 
the period specified in the approved application as the period during which he 
inaiy receive an education and training allowance for such training, plus such 
additional period, if any, as is necessary to make the number of months of such 
training a multiple of four. 

(d) The education and training allowance of an eligible veteran pursuing 
institutional on-farm training shall be computed at the rate of (1) $95 per month, 
f he has no dependent, or (2) $120 per month, if he has one or more dependents ; 
except that his education and training allowance shall be reduced at the end 
of each four-month period as his program progresses by an amount which 
bears the same ratio to $65 per month, if the veteran has no dependent, or $90 
per month, if he has one or more dependents, as four months bears to the total 
duration of such veteran’s institutional on-farm training. For the purpose of 
computing allowances under this subsection, the duration of the training of an 
eligible veteran shall be the period specified in the approved application as the 
period during which he may receive an education and training allowance for such 
training, plus such additional period, if any, as is necessary to make the num- 
ber of such months of such training a multiple of four. 

e) The education and training allowance of an eligible veteran pursuing a 
program of education or training exclusively by correspondence shall be computed 
on the basis of the established charge which the institution requires nonveterans 
to pay for the course or courses pursued by the eligible veteran. Such allowance 
shall be paid quarterly on a pro rata basis for the lessons completed by the 
veteran and serviced by the institution, as certified by the institution. 

(f) The education and training allowance of an eligible veteran who is pur- 
suing a program of education or training under this title in an educational 
institution on a less-than-half-time basis shall be computed at the rate of (1) 
the established charges for tuition and fees which the institution requires simi- 
lariy circumstanced nonveterans enrolled in the same course to pay, or (2) 
$110 per month for a full-time course, whichever is the lesser. 

(«) Each eligible veteran who is pursuing an approved course of flight training 
shall be paid an education and training allowance to be computed at the rate of 
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75 per centum of the established charge which similarly circumstanced non- 
veterans enrolled in the same flight course are required to pay for tuition for the 
course. If such veteran’s program of education or training consists exclusively 
of flight training, he shall not be paid an education and training allowance under 
one of the preceding subsections of this section; if his program of education or 
training consists of flight training and other education or training, the allowance 
payable under this subsection shall be in addition to any education and training 
allowance payable to him under one of the preceding subsections of this section 
for education or training other than flight training. Such allowance shall be 
paid monthly upon receipt of certification from the eligible veteran and the 
institution as to the actual flight training received by the veteran. In each 
such case the eligible veteran’s period of entitlement shall be charged (in addi- 
tion to any charge made against his entitlement by reason of education or training 
other than flight training) with one day for each $1.25 which is paid to the 
veteran as an education and training allowance for such course. 

(h) No eligible veteran shall be paid an education and training allowance 
under this title for any period during which (1) he is enrolled in and pursuing a 
course of education or training paid for by the United States under any provision 
of law other than this title, where the payment of such allowance would con 
stitute a duplication of benefits paid to the veteran from the Federal Treasury, 
or (2) he is pursuing a course of apprentice or other training on the job, a 
course of institutional on-farm training, or a course of education and training 
described in subsection (b), on a less than full-time basis. 


FULL-TIME COURSES 


Sec. 288. (a) For the purposes of this title, (1) an institutional trade or 
technical course offered on a clock-hour basis below the college level involving 
shop practice as an integral part thereof, shall be considered a full-time course 
when a minimum of thirty hours per week of attendance is required with not 
more than two and one-half hours of rest period per week allowed, (2) an 
institutional course offered on a clock-hour basis below the college level in which 
theoretical or class-room instruction predominates shall be considered a full-time 
course When a minimum of twenty-five hours per week net of instruction is 
required, and (38) an institutional undergraduate course offered by a college or 
university on a quarter or semester-hour basis for which credit is granted toward 
a standard college degree shall be considered a full-time course when a minimum 
of fourteen semester hours or its equivalent is required. 

(b) The Administrator shall define full-time training in the case of all types 
of courses of education or training other than institutional on-farm training and 
the types of courses referred to in subsection (a). 


OVERCHARGES BY EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS 


Sec. 234. The Administrator shall if he finds that an institution has charged 
or received from any eligible veteran any amount in excess of the established 
charges for tuition and fees which the institution requires similarly circum 
stanced nonveterans enrolled in the same course to pay, disapprove such educa 
tional institution for the enrollment of any veteran not already enrolled therein, 
except that, in the case of a tax-supported public education! institution which 
does not have established charges for tuition and fees which it requires nonveteran 
residents to pay, such institution may charge and receive from each eligible 
veteran who is a resident an amount equal to the estimated cost of teaching 
personnel and supplies for instruction attributable to such veteran, but in no 
event to exceed the rate of $31 per month for a full-time course. 


Part V—STATE APPROVING AGENCIES 
DESIGNATION 


Sec. 241. (a) The chief executive of each State is requested to create or desig- 
nate a State department or agency as the “State approving agency” for his State 
for the purposes of this title. 

(b) (1) Inthe event the chief executive of any State fails or declines to create 
or designate a State approving agency, the provisions of this title which refer to 
the State approving agency shall, with respect to such State, be deemed to refer 
to the Commissioner. 








8 VETERANS READJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1952 


(2) In the case of courses subject to approval by the Commissioner under sec- 
tion 242, the provisions of this title which refer to a State approving agency shall 
be deemed to refer to the Commissioner. 


APPROVAL OF COURSES 


Sec. 242. (a) An eligible veteran shall receive the benefits of this title while 
enrolled in a course of education or training offered by an educational institu- 
tion or training establishment only if such course is approved by the State ap- 
proving agency for the State where such educational institution or training 
establishment is situated or by the Commissioner. Approval of courses by State 
approving agencies shall be in accordance with the provisions of this title and 
such other regulations and policies as the State approving agency may adopt. 
Each State approving agency shall furnish the Administrator with a current 
list of educational institutions and training establishments, specifying courses 
which it has approved, and, in addition to such list, it shall furnish such other 
information to the Administrator as it and the Administrator may determine 
to be necessary to carry out the purposes of this title. Each State approving 
agency shall notify the Administrator of the disapproval of any course previously 
approved and shall set forth the reasons for such disapproval. 

(b) The Commissioner shall be responsible for the approval of courses of edu- 
cation or training offered by any agency of the Federal Government authorized 
under other laws to supervise such education or training. The Commissioner 
may approve any course in any other educational institution or training estab- 
lishment in accordance with the provisions of this title. 


COOPERATION 


Sec. 248. (a) The Administrator and each State approving agency shall take 
cognizance of the fact that definite duties, functions, and responsibilities are 
conferred upon the Administrator and each State approving agency under the 
veterans’ educational programs. To assure that such programs are effectively 
and efficiently administered, the cooperation of the Administrator and the State 
approving agencies is essential. It is necessary to establish an exchange of 
information pertaining to activities of educational institutions and trainng 
establishments, and particular attention should be given to the enforcement of 
approval standards, enforcement of wage and income limitations, enforcement 
of enrollment restrictions, and fraudulent and other criminal activities on the 
part of persons connected with educational institutions and training establish- 
ments in which veterans are enrolled under this title. 

(b) The Administrator will furnish the State approving agencies with copies 
of such Veterans’ Administration informational material as may aid them in 
carrying out this title. 


USE OF OFFICE OF EDUCATION AND OTHER FEDERAL AGENCIES 


Sec. 244. (a) In carrying out his functions under this title, the Administrator 
may utilize the facilities and services of any other Federal department or agency. 
The Administrator shall utilize the services of the Office of Education in develop- 
ing cooperative agreements between the Administrator and State and local agen- 
cies relating to the approval of courses of education or training as provided for in 
section 245, in reviewing the plan of operations of State approving agencies under 
such agreements, and in rendering technical assistance to such State and local 
agencies in developing and improving policies, standards, and legislation in con- 
nection with their duties under this title. 

(b) Any such utilization shall be pursuant to proper agreement with the Fed 
eral department or agency concerned; and payment to cover the cost thereof 
shall (except in the case of the Office of Education) be made either in advance 
or by way of reimbursement, as may be provided in such agreement. Funds 
necessary to enable the Office of Education to carry out its functions under this 
title are authorized to be appropriated directly to such Office. 


REIMBURSEMENT OF EXPENSES 


Sec. 245. The Administrator is authorized to enter into contracts or agreements 
with State and local agencies to pay such State and local agencies for reasonable 
and necessary expenses of salary and travel incurred by employees of such agen- 
cies in (1) rendering necessary services in ascertaining the qualifications of 
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educational institutions and training establishments for furnishing courses of 
education or training to eligible veterans under this title, and in the supervision 
of such cdueational institutions and training establishments, and (2) furnishing, 
at the request of the Administrator, any other services in connection with this 
title. Each such conract or agreement shall be conditioned upon compliance with 
the standards and provisions of this title. 


Parr VI—APPROVAL OF COURSES OF EDUCATION AND TRAINING 
APPRENTICE OR OTHER TRAINING ON THE JOB 


Sec. 251. (a) Apprentice or other training on the job shall consist of courses 
offered by training establishments whenever such courses of training are fur- 
nished in accordance with the provisions of this section. Any training estab- 
lishment desiring to furnish a course of apprentice or other training on the job 
shall submit to the appropriate State approving agency a written application 
setting forth the course of training for each job for which an eligible veteran 
is to be trained. The written application covering the course of training shall 
include the following: 

(1) Title and description of the specific job objective for which the eligible 
veteran is to be trained; 

(2) The length of the training period ; 

(3) A schedule listing various operations for major kinds of work or tasks 
to b> learned and showing for each, job operations or work, tasks to be per- 
formed, and the approximate length of time to be spent on each operation or 
task; 

(4) The wage or salary to be paid at the beginning of the course of train- 
ing, at each successive step in the course, and at the completion of training; 

(5) The entrance wage or salary paid by the estabiishment to employees 
already trained in the kind of work for which the veteran is to be trained; 
and 

(6) The number of hours of supplemental related instruction required. 

(b) The appropriate State approving agency may approve a course of ap- 
prentice or other training on the job specified in an application submitted by a 
training establishment in accordance with subsection (a) if such training estab- 
lishment is found upon investigation to have met the following criteria: 

(1) The training content of the course is adequate to qualify the eligible 
veteran for appointment to the job for which he is to be trained. 

(2) ‘There is reasonable certainty that the job for which the elig ble 
veteran is to be trained will be available to him at the end of the training 
period. 

(3) The job is one in which progression and appointment to the next 
higher classification are based upon skills learned through organized train- 
ing on the job and not on such factors as length of service and normal 
turn-over. 

(4) The wages to be paid the eligible veteran for each successive period 
of training are not less than those customarily paid in the training establish- 
ment and in the community to a learner in the same job who is not a veteran. 

(5) The job customaruy requires a pericd of training of not less than 
three months and not more than two years of full-time training, except that 
this provision skall not apply to apprentice training. 

(6) The length of the training period is no longer than that customarily 
required by the training establis..ment and other training establishments in 
the community to provide an eligible veteran with the required skills, ar- 
range for the acquiring of job knowledge, technical information, and other 
facts which the eligible veteran will need to learn in order to become com- 
petent on the job for which he is being trained. 

(7) Provision is made for related instruction for the individual eligible 
veteran who may need it. 

(8) There is in the training establishment adequate space, equipment, 
instructional material, and instructor personnel to provide satisfactory 
training on the job. 

(9) Adequate records are kept to show the progress made by each eligible 
veteran toward his job objective. 

(10) Appropriate credit is given the eligible veteran for previous train- 
ing and job experience, whether in the military service or elsewhere, his 
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beginning wage adjusted to the level to which such credit advances him and 
his training period shortened accordingly and provision is made for cer- 
tification by the training establishment that such credit has been granted 
and the beginning wage adjusted accordingly. No course of training will 
be considered bona fide if given to an eligible veteran who is already qualified 
by training and experience for the job objective. 

(11) A signed copy of the training agreement for each eligible veteran, 
including the training program and wage scale as approved by the State 
approving agency, is provided to the veteran and to the Administrator and 
the State approving agency by the employer. 

(12) Upon completion of the course of training furnished by the training 
establishment the eligible veteran is given a certificate by the employer 
indicating the length and type of training provided and that the eligible 
veteran has completed the course of training on the job satisfactorily. . 

(18) That the course meets such other criteria as may be established by 
the State approving agency. 


INSTITUTIONAL ON-FARM TRAINING 


Sec. 252. (a) An eligible veteran shall be entitled to the benefits of this title 
while enrolled in a course of full-time institutional on-farm training which has 
been approved by the appropriate State approving agency in accordance with 
the provisions of this section, 

(b) The State approving agency may approve a course of institutional on-farm 
training when it satisfies the following requirements : 


(1) The course combines organized group instruction in agricultural and 
related subjects of at least 200 hours per year (and of at least 8 hours each 
month) at an educational institution, with supervised work experience on a 
farm or other agricultural establishment. 

(2) The eligible veteran will perform a part of such course on a farm or 
other agricultural establishment under his control. 

(3) The course is developed with due consideration to the size and char 
acter of the farm or other agricultural establishment on which the eligible 
veteran will receive his supervised work experience and to the need of such 
eligible veteran, in the type of farming for which he is training, for proficiency 
in planing, producing, marketing, farm mechanics, conservation of resources, 
food conservation, farm financing, farming management, and the keeping of 
farm and home accounts. 

(4) The eligible veteran will receive not less than one hundred hours of 
individual instruction yer pear, not less than fifty hours of which shall be 
on such farm or other agricultural establishment (with at least two visits by 
the instructor to such farm each month). Such individual instruction shall 
he given by the instructor responsible for the veteran's institutional instrue 
tion and shall include instruction and home-study assignments in the prepara- 
tion of budgets, inventories, and statements showing the production, use on 
the farm, and sale of crops, livestock, and livestock products. 

(5) The eligible veteran will be assured of control of such farm or other 
agricultural establishment (whether by ownership, lease, management agree- 
ment, or other tenure arrangement) until the completion of his course. 

(6) Sueh farm or other agricultural establishment shall be of a size and 
character which (A) will, together with the group-instruction part of the 
course, occupy the full time of the eligible veteran, (B) will permit instrue 
tion in all aspects of the management of the farm or other agricultural 
establishment of the type for which the eligible veteran is being trained, and 
will provide the eligible veteran an opportunity to apply to the operation 
of his farm or other agricultural establishment the m»jor portion of the 
farm practices taught in the group instruction part of the course, and (C) 
will assure him a satisfactory income for a reasonable Jiving under normal 
conditions at least by the end of his course. 

(7) Provision shall be made for certification by the institution and the 
veteran that the training offered does not repeat or duplicate training previ- 
ously received by the veteran. 

(S) The institutional on-farm training meets such other fair and reason- 
able standards as may be established by the State approving agency. 
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APPROVAL OF ACCKEDITED COURSES 


Sec. 253. (a) A State approving agency may approve the courses offered by 
an educational institution when 
(1) such courses have been accredited and approved by a nationally 
recognized accrediting agency or association ; 
(2) credit for such course is approved by the State department of educa 
tion for credit toward a high school diploma ; 
(3) such courses are conducted under the Act of February 25, 1917, as 
amended (39 Stat. 927), or the Vocational Education Act of 1946; or 
(4) such courses are accepted by the State department of education for 
credit for a teacher's certificate or a teacher's degree. 
For the purposes of this title the Commissioner shall publish a list of nationally 
recognized accrediting agencies and associations which he determines to be 
reliable authority as to the quality of training offered by an educational institu 
tion and the State approving agencies may, upon concurrence, utilize the ac 
creditation of such accrediting associations or agencies for approval of the 
courses specifically accredited and approved by such accrediting association 01 
agency. In making application for approval, the institution shall transmit 
to the State approving agency copies of its catalog or bulletin. 

(b) As a condition to approval under this section, the State approving agency 
must find that adequate records are kept by the educational institution to show 
the progress of each eligible veteran. The State approving agency must also find 
that the educational institution maintains a written record of the previous 
education and training of the veteran and clearly indicates that appropriate credit 
has been given by the institution for previous education and training, with the 
training period shortened proportionately and the veteran and the Administrator 
so notified. 


APPROVAL OF NONACCREDITED COURSES 


Sec. 254. (a) No course of education or training (other than a course of in 
stitutional on-farm training) which has not been approved by a State approvit 
agency pursunnt to section 255, which is offered by a public or private, profit 
or nonprofit, educational institution shall be approved for the purposes of this 
title unless the educational institution offering such course submits to the appro 
priate State approving agency a written application for approval of such course 
in accordance With the provisions of this title. 

(b) Such application shall be accompanied by not less than two copies of 
the current catalog or bulletin which is certified as true and correct in content 
and policy by an authorized owner or official and includes the following: 

(1) Identifying data, such as volume number and date of publication 

(2) Names of the institution and its governing body, officials and faeu 

(3) A calendar of the institution showing legal holidays, beginning 
ending date of each quarter, term, or semester, and other important dates 

(4) Institution policy and regulations on enrollment with respect to en- 
rollment dates and specific entrance requirements for each course 

(5) Institution policy and regulations relative to leave, absences, class 
cuts, make-up work, tardiness and interruptions for unsatisfactory attend 
ance ; 

(6) Institution policy and regulations relative to standards or progress 
required of the student by the institution (this policy will define the grading 
system of the institution, the minimum grades considered satisfactory, condi- 
tions for interruption for unsatisfactory grades or progress and a description 
of the probationary period, if any, allowed by the institution, and conditions 
of reentrance for those students dismissed for unsatisfactory progress, A 
statement will be made regarding progress records kept by the institution 
and furnished the student) ; 

(7) Institution policy and regulations relating to student conduct and 
conditions for dismissal for unsatisfactory conduct: 

(S) Detailed schedule of fees, charges for tuition, books, supplies, tools, 
student activities, laboratory fees, service charges, rentals, deposits, and all 
other charges; 

(9) Poliey and regulations of the institution relative to the refund of the 
unused portion of tuition, fees, and other charges in the event the student 
does not enter the course or withdraws or is discontinued therefrom ; 

(10) A description of the available space, facilities, and equipment ; 
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(11) A course outline for each course for which approval is requested, 
showing subjects or units in the course, type of work or skill to be learned, 
and approximate time and clock hours to be spent on each subject or unit; 
and 

(12) Policy and regulations of the institution relative to granting credit 
for previous educational training. 

(c) The appropriate State approving agency may approve the application of 
such institution when the institution and its nonaccredited courses are found 
upon investigation to have met the following criteria: 

(1) The courses, curriculum, and instruction are consistent in quality, 
content, and length with similar courses in public schools and other private 
schools in the State, with recognized accepted standards. 

(2) There is in the institution adequate space, equipment, instructional 
material, and instructor personnel to provide training of good quality. 

(3) Educational and experience qualifications of directors, administra- 
tors, and instructors are adequate. 

(4) The institution maintains a written record of the previous education 
and training of the veteran and clearly indicates that appropriate credit has 
been given by the institution for previous education and training, with the 
training period shortened proportionately and the veteran and the Admin- 
istrator so notified. 

(5) A copy of the course outline, schedule of tuition, fees, and other 
charges, regulations pertaining to absences, grading policy, and rules of opera- 
tion and conduct will be furnished the veteran upon enrollment. 

(6) Upon completion of training, the veteran is given a certificate by the 
institution indicating the approved course and indicating that training was 
satisfactorily completed. 

(7) Adequate records as prescribed by the State approving agency are kept 
to show attendance and progress or grades, and satisfactory standards 
relating to attendance, progress, and conduct are enforced. 

(S) The institution complies with all local, city, county, municipal, State, 
and Federal regulations, such as fire codes, building and sanitation codes. 
The State approving agency inay require such evidence of compliance as is 
deemed necessary. 

(9) The institution is financially sound and capable of fulfilling its com- 
tinitments for training. 

(10) The institution does not utilize advertising of any type which is 
erroneous or misleading, either by actual statement, omission, or intimation, 
The institution shall not be deemed to have met this requirement until the 
State approving agency (1) has ascertained from the Federal Trade Com- 
mission whether the Commission has issued an order to the institution to 
cease and desist from any act or practice, and (2) has, if such an order has 
been issued, given due weight to that fact. 

(11) The institution does not exceed its enrollment limitations as estab- 
lished by the State approving agency. 

(12) The institution’s administrators, directors, owners, and instructors 
are of good reputation and character. 

(13) The institution has and maintains a policy for the refund of the 
unused portion of tuition, fees, and other charges in the event the student 
fails to enter the course or withdraws or is discontinued therefrom at any 
time prior to completion and such policy must provide that the amount 
charged to the student for tuition, fees, and other charges for a portion of 
the course shall not exceed the approximate pro rata portion of the total 
charges for tuition, fees, and other charges that the length of the completed 
portion of the course bears to its total length. 

(14) Such additional criteria as may be deemed necessary by the State 
approving agency. 

NOTICE OF APPROVAL OF COURSES 


Sec, 255. The State approving agency, upon determining that an educational 
institution has complied with all the requirements of this title, will issue a letter 
to such institution setting forth the courses which have been approved for the 
purposes of this title, and will furnish an official copy of such letter and any 
subsequent amendments to the Administrator. The letter of approval shall be 
accompanied by a copy of the catalog or bulletin of the institution, as approved 
by the State approving agency, and shall contain the following information: 

(1) date of letter and effective date of approval of courses ; 
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(2) proper address and name of each educational institution or training 
establishment ; 

(3) authority for approval and conditions of approval, referring specifi- 
cally to the approved catalog or bulletin published by the educational 
institution ; 

(4) name of each course approved; 

(5) where applicable, enrollment limitations such as maximum numbers 
authorized and student-teacher ratio; 

(6) signature of responsible official of State approving agency; and 

(7) such other fair and reasonable provisions as are considered necessary 
by the appropriate State approving agency. 


DISAPPROVAL OF COURSES AND DISCONTINUANCE OF ALLOWANCES 


Sec. 256. (a) Any course approved for the purposes of this title which fails 
to meet any of the requirements of this title shall be immediately disapproved 
by the appropriate State approving agency. An educational institution or 
training establishment which has its courses disapproved by a State approving 
agency will be notified of such disapproval by a registered letter of notification 
and a return recipt secured. 

(b) The Administrator ‘may discontinue the education and training allow 
ance of any eligible veteran if he finds that the course of education or training 
in which such veteran is enrolled fails to meet any of the requirements of this 
title or if he finds that the educational institution or training establishment 
offering such course has violated any provision of this title or fails to meet 
any of its requirements. 

(c) Each State approving agency shall notify the Administrator of each 
course which it has disapproved under this section. The Administrator shall 
notify the State approving agency of his disapproval of any educational insti 
tution or training establishment under part VII of Veterans Regulation Num 
hered 1 (a), as amended. 


Part VII—MusceLLANEous PROVISIONS 


AUTHORITY AND DUTIES OF ADMINISTRATOR 


Sec, 261. (a) The Administrator is authorized to prescribe, promulgate, and 
publish such rules and regulations as are consistent with the provisions of this 
title and necessary to carry out its purposes. Notwithtanding the provisions 
of section 11 of the Act of October 17, 1940, as amended (54 Stat. 1193), pay- 
ments under this title shall be subject to audit and review by the General Ac 
counting Office as provided by the Budget and Accounting Act of 1921, as 
amended, and the Budget and Accounting Procedures Act of 1950. 

(b) The Administrator is authorized to accept uncompensated services and 
to enter into contracts or agreements with private or public agencies, or per- 
sons, for necessary services, incident to the administration of this title, includ 
ing personal services, as he may deem practicable. 

(¢) The Administrator may arrange for educational and vocational guidance 
to persons eligible for education and training under this title and, if the Ad 
ministrator requires such educational and vocational guidance, he is authorized, 
in his discretion, to defray, or reimburse the veteran for his traveling expenses 
to and from the place of advisement. At such intervals as he deems necessary, 
he shall make available information respecting the need for general education 
and for trained personnel in the various crafts, trades, and professions: Pro 
vided, That facilities of other Federal agencies collecting such information 
Shall be utilized to the extent he deems practicable. 


ADVISORY COMMITTEE 


Sree. 262. The Administrator shall form an advisory committee which shall be 
composed of persons who are eminent in the field of education and are repre 
sentative of the various types of institutions and establishments furnishing 
education and training to veterans enrolled under this title. The Commissioner 
shall be an ex officto member of the advisory committee. The Administrator 
shall advise and consult with the committee from time to time with respect to 
the administration of this title and the committee may make such reports 


and recommendations as it deems desirable to the Administrator and to the 
Congress. 
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CONTROL BY AGENCIES OF UNITED STATES 


Sec. 263. No department, agency, or officer of the United States, in carrying 
out this title, shall exercise any supervision or control, whatsoever, over any 
State approving agency, State educational agency, or State apprenticeship 
agency, or any educational institution or training establishment: Provided, That 
nothing in this section shall be deemed to prevent any department, agency, or 
officer of the United States from exercising any supervision or control which 
such department, agency, or officer is authorized, by existing provisions of law, 
to exercise over any ’oderal educational institution or training establishment, or 
to prevent the furnishing of education or training under this title in any insti- 
tution or establishment over which supervision or control is exercised by such 
other department, agency, or officer under authority of existing provisions of 
law. 

CONFLICTING INTERESTS 


Sec. 264. (a) Every officer or employee of the Veterans’ Administration or of 
Office of Education, who has, while such an officer or employee, owned any 
interest in, or received any wages, salary, dividends, profits, gratuities, or services 
from, any educational institution operated for profit in which an eligible veteran 
was pursuing a course of education or training under this title shall be imme- 
diately dismissed from his office or employment. 

(b) If the Administrator finds that any person who is an officer or employee 
of a State approving agency has, while he was such an officer or employee, 
owned any interest in, or received any wages, salary, dividends, profits, gratui- 
ties, or services from, an educational institution operated for profit in which 
an eligible veteran was pursuing a course of education or training under this 
title, he shall discontinue making payments under section 245 to such State 
approving agency unless such agency shall, without delay, take such steps as 
may he necessary to terminate the employment of such person and such pay- 
ments shall not be resumed while such nerson is an officer or emplovee of the 
State approving agency, or State Department of Veterans Affairs or State De- 
partment of Edueation. 

(c) A State approving ageney shall not approve any course offered by an 
educational institution operated for profit and, if any such course has been 
approved, shall disapprove each such course, if it finds that anv officer or em- 
plovee of the Veterans’ Administration, the Office of Education, or the State 
approving agency owns an interest in, or receives any wages, salary, dividends 
profits, gratuities, or services from, such institution. 


REPORTS BY INSTITUTIONS 


Sec. 265. Edneational institutions and training establishments shall, without 
delay, report to the Administrator in the form prescribed by him, the enroll- 
ment, interrnntion, and termination of the education or training of each eligible 
veteran enrolled therein under this title. 


OVERPAYMENTS TO VETERANS 


Sec. 266. In any case where it is found by the Administrator that an over 
payment has been made to a veteran as the result of (1) the willful or negligent 
failure of the educational institution or training establishment to report, as 
required by this title and applicable regulations, to the Veterans’ Administration 
excessive absences from a course, or discontinuance or interruption of a course 
by the veteran or (2) false certification by the educational institution or train- 
ing establishment, the amount of such overpayment shall constitute a liability 
of such institution or establishment, and may be recavered in the same manner 
as any other debt due the United States: Provided, That any amount so col- 
lected shall be reimbursed if the overpayment is recovered from the veteran. 
This provision shall not preclude the imposition of any civil or criminal action 
under this or any other statute. 


EXAMINATION OF RECORDS 


Sec. 267. The records and accounts of educational institutions and training 
establishments pertaining to eligible veterans who received education or training 
under this title shall be available for examination by duly authorized repre- 
sentatives of the Government. 
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FALSE OR MISLEADING STATEMENTS 


Sec. 268. The Administrator shall not make any payments under this title to 
any person found by him to have willfully submitted any false or misleading 
claims. In each case where the Administrator finds that an educational insti- 
tution or training establishment has willfully submitted a false or misleading 
claim, or where a veteran, with the complicity of an educational institution or 
training establishment, has submitted such a claim, he shall make a complete 
report of the facts of the case to the appropriate State-approving agency and 
where deemed advisable to the Attorney General of the United States for 
appropriate action. 


CRIMINAL PENALTIES AND FORFEITURES 


Sec. 269. Whoever knowingly and willfully— 

(1) makes or presents any false, fictitious, or fraudulent affidavit, decla- 
ration, certificate, voucher, endorsement, or paper or writing purporting 
to be such, concerning any claim for payment under this title, or pertaining 
to any matter arising under this title, : 

(2) makes or presents any paper required under this title on which paper 
a date other than the date upon which it was actually signed of acknowledged 
by the claimant has been willfully inserted, 

(3) certifies falsely that the declarant, affiant, or witness named in such 
affidavit, declaration, voucher, endorsement, or other paper or writing per- 
sonally appeared before him and was sworn thereto,.or acknowledged the 
execution thereof, or 

(4) aecepts and converts to his own use payments for any period during 
which he was not actually pursuing a course of education or training under 
this title for which period payment was made, 

shall forfeit all rights, claims, and benefits under this title and under Public 
Law 2, Seventy-third Congress, as amended, and, upon conviction, shall be fined 
not more than $500 or imprisoned not more than six months, or both. Any 
person not subject to the forfeiture provisions of this section who violates this 
section shall be fined not more than $5,000 or imprisoned not more than three 
years, or both. 


APPLICATION OF OTHER LAWS 


Sec. 270. The provisions of Public Law Numbered 262, Seve:ity-fourth Congress, 
approved August 12, 1935 (49 Stat. 607), as amended, and the provisions of titles 
It and III of Public Law Numbered 844, Seventy-fourth Congress, approved 
June 29, 1936, as amended, shall be for application under this title. 


WAIVER OF RECOVERY OF OVERPAYMENTS 


Sec. 271. There shall be no recovery of payments of education and training 
allowance made under this title from any person who, in the judgment of the 
Administrator, is without fault on his part and where, in the judgment of the 
Administrator, such recovery would defeat the purpose of benefits otherwise au- 
thorized or would be against equity and good conscience. No disbursing ¢ flicer 
or certifying officer shall be held liable for any amount paid to any person where 
the recovery of such amount is waived wnder this section. 


INFORMATION FURNISHED BY FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION 


O79 


Sec. 272. The Federal Trade Commission shall keep all State approving agen- 
cies advised of any information coming to its attention which would be of 
assistance to such agencies in carrying out their duties under this title. 


EFFECTIVE DATE 


Sec. 273. This title shall take effect on the date of its enactment, except that 
no education and training allowance shall be paid for any period prior to Sep- 
tember 1, 1952. 
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TITLE IITI—LOANS 
PERSONS ELIGIBLE FOR LOANS 


Sec. 310. Subsection (a) of section 500 of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act 
of 1944, as amended, is amended— 

(1) by inserting after “‘war” in the first sentence the following: “, or at 
any time on or after June 27, 1950, and prior to such date as shall be de- 
termined by Presidential proclamation or concurrent resolution of the 
Congress,” ; 

(2) by inserting before the period at the end of the first sentence the 
following: “: Provided, That any person who is eligible for the benefits of 
this title by virtue of active service prior to June 27, 1950, or is the owner 
of property acquired through benefits accruing for prior service, shall not be 
eligible for additional benefits under this title by reason of active service on 
or after June 27, 1950: Provided further, That any guaranty entitlement 
used prior to reentry into service as to which the Administrator has incurred 
no loss and is no longer subject to contingent liability shall be restored to any 
veteran separated from the service after June 27, 1950” ; and 

(3) by inserting after “war” in the third sentence the following: “, and 
any loan to a veteran eligible by virtue of active service on or after June 27, 
1950, if made within ten years after such date as shall be determined by 
Presidential proclamation or concurrent resolution of the Congress,” 


POWER OF ADMINISTRATOR TO EXAMINE LOANS 


Sec. 302. Section 500 of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, as 
amended, is amended by adding at the end thereof the following new subsection : 

“(f) Notwithstanding the provisions in this title respecting automatically 
guaranteed loans, the Administrator may at any time upon thirty days’ notice 
require loans to be made by any lender or class of lenders to be submitted for 
prior approval, and no guaranty or insurance liability shall exist in respect to 
such loans unless evidence of guaranty or insurance is issued by the Administra- 
tor.” 

ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT FOR GUARANTEED LOANS 


Sec. 303. Section 501 (a) (2) of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, 
as amended, is amended by inserting after “expenses” the following: “, and the 
veteran is a satisfactory credit risk”. 


STANDARDS OF PLANNING AND CONSTRUCTION ; WARRANTIES; SUBSTANTIAL 
DEFICIENCIES IN HOUSING 


Sec. 304. Section 504 of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, as 
amended, is amended by striking out subsection (b) and inserting in lieu thereof 
the following new subsections : 

“(b) No loan for the purchase or construction of residential property on 
which construction is begun subsequent to sixty days from the date the Veterans’ 
Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 becomes effective shall be financed through 
the assistance of the provisions of this title unless the property meets or ex 
ceeds minimum requirements for planning, construction, and general accept 
ability prescribed by the Administrator: Provided, That subsection 504 (b) as 
originally enacted shall continue to be applicable to construction begun prior 
to the end of such sixty-day period: Provided further, That this subsection shall 
not apply to a loan for the purchase of residential property the construction 
of which was completed more than one year prior to the making of such loan. 

“(c¢) The seller of a newly constructed dwelling unit which is sold for initial 
occupancy to any person who meets the eligibility requirements of section 500 (a) 
or section 1506 of this Act, as amended, with the aid of financing guaranteed or 
insured by an agency or instrumentality of the Federal Government, and such 
other person as may be required by such agency or instrumentality to become 
warrantor, shall be deemed to have expressly warranted to such purchaser that 
the dwelling is constructed in substantial conformity with the plans and specifi- 
cations on which such ageney or instrumentality based its valuation of the unit 
or its commitment to guarantee or insure a loan to finance the construction or 
purchase of such unit. Such warranty shall apply only with respect to failures 
of performances as to which the purchaser has given written notice to the war- 
rantor within one year from the date of initial occupancy. 
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“(d) The Administratvr shall have the right to refuse to appraise any 
dwelling or housing project owned, sponsored, or to be constructed by any 
person identified with housing previously sold to veterans under this title as 
to which substantial deficiencies have been discovered, or as to which there 
bas been a failure or indicated inability to discharge contractual liabili- 
ties to veterans, or as to which it is ascertained that the type of contract of 
sale or the methods or practices pursued in relation to the marketing of such 
properties were unfair or unduly prejudicial to veteran purchasers,” 


ELIGIBILITY FOR LOANS TO REFINANCE EXISTING LIABILITY 


Sec. 305. Section 507 (1) of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, as 
amended, is amended by inserting before the semicolon at the end thereof the 
following: “or, in the case of a veteran eligible by virtue of active service on 
or after June 27, 1950, not later than ten vears after such date as shall be de 
termined by Presidential proclamation or concurrent resolution of the Congress” 


EXPIRATION OF AUTHORITY TO MAKE DIRECT LOANS 


Sec. 306. Section 512 (b) of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, as 
amended, is amended by striking out “(DD)” and inserting in lieu thereof “(C)”’ 
and by inserting before the period at the end thereof the following: “, except 
that if a commitment to make such a loan was issued by the Administrator prior 
to that date the loan may be completed subsequent to such date”. 


REFUSAL TO GUARANTEE OR INSURE LOANS IN CERTAIN CASES 


Sec. 307. Title III of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, as amended, 
is amended by adding at the end thereof the following new section: 

“Sec, 514. Whenever the Administrator finds with respect to loans guaran- 
teed or insured under this title that any lender or holder has failed to maintain 
adequate loan accounting records, or to demonstrate proper ability to service 
loans adequately or to exercise proper credit judgment or has willfully or negli 
gently engaged in practices otherwise detrimental to the interest of veterans or 
of the Government, he may refuse either temporarily or permanently to guaran 
tee or insure any loans made by such lender or holder or bar such lender or 
holder from acquiring loans guaranteed or insured under this title: Provided, 
That the Administrator shall not refuse to pay a guarantee on loans thereto 
fore entered into in good faith between the veteran and the lending institution.” 


TITLE IV—OLD-AGE AND SURVIVORS INSURANCE 
WAGE CREDITS FOR VETERANS OF KOREAN CONFLIC' 


Sec. 401. (a) Section 217 of the Social Security Act is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new subsection : 

“(e) (1) For purposes of determining entitlement to and the amount of any 
monthly benefit or lump-sum death payment payable under this title on the 
basis of the wages and self-employment income of any veteran of active military 
or naval service on or after June 27, 1950, such veteran shall be deemed to 
have been paid wages (in addition to the wages, if any, actually paid to him) 
of $160 in each month during any part of which he served in the active mili- 
tary or naval service of the United States on or after June 27, 1950, and 
prior to such date as shall be determined by Presidential proclamation or con- 
current resolution of the Congress. This subsection shall not be applicable 
in the case of any monthly: benefit or lump-sum death payment if 

“(A) a larger such benefit or payment, as the case may be, would be 
payable without its application; or 

“(B) a benefit (other than a benefit payable in a lump sum unless it fs 
a commutation of, or a substitute for, periodic payments) which is based, 
in whole or in part, upon the active military or naval service of such veteran 
on or after June 27, 1950, and prior to such date as shall be determined 
by Presidential proclamation or concurrent resolution of the Congress, is 
determined by any agency or wholly owned instrumentality of the United 
States (other than the Veterans’ Administration) to be payable by it under 
any other law of the United States or under a system established by such 
agency or instrumentality. , 
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The provisions of clause (B) shall not be applicable in the case of any monthly 
benefit or lump-sum death payment under this title if its application would 
reduce the primary insurance amount (as computed under section 215 prior to 
any recomputation thereof pursuant to subsection (f) of such section) of the 
individual on whose wages and self-employment income such benefit or payment 
is based by $0.50 or less. 

“(2) Upon application for benefits or a lump-sum death payment on the basis 
of the wages and self-employment income of any veteran of active military or 
naval service on or after June 27, 1950, the Federal Security Administrator shall 
make a decision without regard to clause (B) of paragraph (1) of this subsection 
unless he has been notified by some other agency or instrumentality of the United 
States that, on the basis of the military or naval service of such veteran on or 
after June 27, 1950, and prior to such date as shall be determined by Presidential 
proclamation or concurrent resolution of the Congress, a benefit described in 
clause (B) of paragraph (1) has been determined by such agency or instrumen- 
tality to be payable by it. If he has not been so notified, the Federal Security 
Administrator shall then ascertain whether some other agency or wholly owned 
instrumentality of the United States has decided that a benefit described in 
clause (B) of paragraph (1) is payable by it. If any such agency or instrumen- 
tality has decided, or thereafter decides, that such a benefit is payable by it, it 
shall so notify the Federal Security Administrator, and the Administrator shall 
certify no further benefits for payment or shall recompute the amount of any 
further benefits payable, as may be required by paragraph (1) of this subsection. 

“(3) Any ageney or wholly owned instrumentality of the United States which 
is authorized by any law of the United States to pay benefits, or has a system 
of benefits which are based, in whole or in part, on military or naval service 
on or after June 27, 1950, and prior to such date as shall be determined by 
Presidential proclamation or concurrent resolution of the Congress, shall, at 
the request of the Federal Security Administrator, certify to him, with respect to 
any veteran of active military or naval service on or after June 27, 1950, such 
information as the Administrator deems necessary to carry out his functions 
under paragraph (2) of this subsection. 

“(4) There are hereby authorized to be appropriated to the Trust Fund 
from time to time, as benefits which include service to which this subsection 
is applicable become payable under this title, such sums as the Administrator 
estimates to be necessary to meet the additional costs, resulting from this sub- 
section, of such benefits (including lump-sum death payments). Such estimates 
shall be arrived at through the use of appropriate accounting, statistical, sam- 
pling, or other methods. 

“(5) For the purposes of this subsection, the term ‘veteran’ means any in- 
dividual who served in the active military or naval service of the United States 
at any time on or after June 27, 1950, and prior to such date as shall be deter- 
mined by Presidential proclamation or concurrent resolution of the Congress, 
and who, if discharged or released therefrom, was so discharged or released 
under conditions other than dishonorable after active service of ninety days or 
more or by reason of a disability or injury incurred or aggravated in service in 
line of duty: but such term shall not include any individual who died while in 
the active military or naval service of the United States if his death was in- 
flicted (other than by an enemy of the United States) as lawful punishment for 
a military or naval offense.” 

(b) Section 205 (0) of such Act is amended by striking out “section 217 (a) 
and inserting in lien thereof “subsection (a) or (e) of section 217.” 

(ec) (1) The amendments made by subsections (a) and (b) shall be applicable 
only with respect to monthly benefits under section 202 of the Social Security Act 
for months after, and with respect to lump-sum death payments in the case 
of deaths occurring after, the month following the month in which this Act 
is enacted, except that, in the case of any individual who is entitled, on the basis 
of the wages and self-employment income of any individual to whom section 
217 (e) of the Social Security Act applies, to monthly benefits under such 
section 202 for the month following the month in which this Act is enacted, such 
amendments shall be applicable (A) only if an application for recomputation 
by reason of the amendments is filed by such individual, or any other individual, 
entitled to benefits under such section 202 on the basis of such wages and self- 
employment income, and (B) only with respect to such benefits for months 
after whichever of the following is the later: the first month following the 
month in which this Act is enacted of the seventh month before the month in 
which such application was filed. Recomputations of benefits as required to 
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carry out the provisions of this paragraph shall be made notwithstanding the 
provisions of section 215 (f) (1) of the Social Security Act; but no such re- 
computation shall be regarded as a recomputation for purposes of section 215 
(f) of the Social Security Act. 

(2) In the case of any veteran (as defined in section 217 (e) (5) of the Social 
Security Act) who died prior to the enactment of this Act, the time within 
which proof of support may be filed under subsection (f) or (h) of section 202 
of the Social Security Act shall be two years after the date of enactment of this 
Act. 


LUMP-SUM DEATH PAYMENTS FOR REINTERMENT OF DECEASED VETERANS 


Sec. 402. (a) Section 101 (d) of the Social Security Act Amendments of 1950 
is amended by changing the period at the end thereof to a comma and adding: 
“and except that in the case of any individual who died outside the forty-eight 
States and the District of Columbia on or after June 27, 1950, and prior to 
September 1950, whose death occurred while he was in the active military or 
naval service of the United States, and who is returned to any of such States, 
the District of Columbia, Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, or the Virgin Islands for 
interment or reinterment, the last sentence of section 202 (g) of the Social 
Security Act as in effect prior to the enactment of this Act shall not prevent 
payment to any person under the second sentence thereof if application for 
a lump-sum death payment under such section with respect to such deceased 
individual is filed by or on behalf of such person (whether or not legally com- 
petent) prior to the expiration of two years after the date of such interment 
or reinterment.” 

(b) In the case of any individual who died outside the forty-eight States and 
the District of Columbia after August 1950 and prior to such date as shall be 
determined by Presidential proclamation or concurrent resolution of the Con- 
gress, whose death occurred while he was in the active military or naval service 
of the United States, and who is returned to any of such States, the District of 
Columbia, Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, or the Virgin Islands for interment 
or reinterment, the last sentence of section 202 (i) of the Social Security Act shall 
not prevent payment to any person under the second sentence thereof if appli- 
eation for a lump-sum death payment with respect to such deceased individual 
is filed under such section by or on behalf of such person (whether or not legally 
competent) prior to the expiration of two years after the date of such interment 
or reinterment 

TITLE V—MUSTERING-OUT PAYMENTS 
ELIGIBILITY FOR PAYMENTS 


Sec. 501. Mustering-out pay as provided in this title is designed to be in lieu 
of any provision for unemployment insurance or readjustment (unemployment) 
allowances except that it is not the purpose to impair any rights to unemploy 
ment insurance which may be afforded under existing laws. 

Sec. 502. (a) Except as provided in subsection (b) of this section, each member 
of the Armed Forces who shall have been engaged in active service on or after 
June 27, 1950, and prior to such date as shall be determined by Presidential 
proclamation or concurrent resolution of the Congress, and who is discharged 
or relieved from active service under honorable conditions, shall be eligible 
to receive mustering-out payment. 

(b) No mustering-out payment shall be made to 

(1) any member of the Armed Forces who, at the time of discharge or 
relief from active service, is in a pay grade higher than O-—3; 

(2) any member of the Armed Forces who is retired or separated there 
from under provisions of law other than title IV of the Career Compensa- 
tion Act of 1949: 

(3) any member of the Armed Forces for any active service performed 
prior to the date of his discharge or relief from active service on his own 
initiative to acept employment or, in the case of any member so relieved 
from active service, for any active service performed prior to the date of 
his discharge while in such inactive status, unless he has served outside the 
continental limits of the United States or in Alaska: 

(4) any member of the Armed Forces whose total period of service has 
been as a student assigned by the Armed Forces to a civilian institution for 
a course of education or training which was substantially the same as es 
tablished courses offered to civilians; 
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(5) any member of the Armed Forces for any active service performed 
prior to the date of his discharge from such forces for the purpose of en- 
tering the United States Military Academy, the United States Naval Acad- 
emy, or the United States Coast Guard Academy ; 

(6) any member of the Armed Forces whose sole service has been as a 
cadet at the United States Military Academy or the United States Coast 
Guard Academy, or as midshipman at the United States Naval Academy, 
or in a prepatory school for nomination as a principal, alternate, or can- 
didate for admission to any of said Academies; and 

(7) any commissioned officer unless he is discharged or relieved from 
active service within three years after such date as shall be determined by 
Presidential proclamation or concurrent resolution of the Congress. 


DETERMINATION OF PAYMENTS 


Spe, 503. Mustering-out payment for persons eligible under section 502 shall 
be in sums as follows: 

(1) $300 for persons who, having performed active service for sixty days or 
more, have served outside the continental limits of the United States or in 
Alaska. 

(2) $200 for persons who, having performed active service for sixty days or 
more, have served no part thereof outside the continental limits of the United 
States or in Alaska. 

(3) $100 for persons who have performed active service for less than sixty days. 

(b) Each person eligible to receive mustering-out payment under subsection 
(a) (1) shall receive one-third of the stipulated amount at the time of final 
discharge or ultimate relief from active s¢ rvice, or at the option of the person 
so eligible, at the time of discharge or release for the purpose of enlistment, 
reenlistment, or appointment in a regular component of the Armed Forces: and 
the remaining amount of such payment shall be paid in two equal install- 
ments—one month and two months, respectively, from the date of the original 
payment. Each person eligible to receive mustering-out payment under sub- 
section (a) (2) shall receive one-half of the stipulated amount at the time of 
final discharge or ultimate relief from active service or, at the option of the 
person so eligible, at the time of discharge or release for the purpose of enlist- 
ment, reenlistment, or appointment in a regular component of the Armed Forces: 
and the remaining amount of such payment shall be paid one month from the 
date of the original payment. Each person eligible to receive mustering-out 
payment under subsection (a) (3) shall receive the stipulated amount at the 
time of such discharge or relief from active service or, at the option of the person 
so eligible, at the time of discharge or release for the purpose of enlistment, 
reenlistment, or appointment in a regular component of the Armed Forces, A 
person entitled to receive the first installment of the mustering-out payment at 
the time of discharge or release for the purpose of enlistment, reenlistment, or 
appointment in a regular component of the Armed Forces shall, at his election, 
receive the whole of such payment in one lump sum, rather than in installments. 


TIME LIMITATIONS 


Sec. 504. Any member of the Armed Forces entitled to mustering-out payment 
who shall have been discharged or relieved from active service under honorable 
conditions before the effective date of this title Shall, if application therefor is 
made within two years after the date of enactment of this title, be paid such 
mustering-out payment by the Department of the Army, Navy, or Air Force, or 
the Treasury Department, as the case may be, beginning within one month after 
application has been received and approved by such department. No member of 
the Armed Forces shall receive mustering-out payment under this title more 
than once, and such payment shall accrue and the amount thereof shall be 
computed as of the time of discharge for the purpose of effecting a permanent 
separation from the service or of ultimate relief from active service or, at the 
option of such member, for the purpose of enlistment, reenlistment, or. appoint- 
ment in a regular component of the Armed Forces. 


DECEASED MEMBERS 


Sec. 505. If any member of the Armed Forces, after his discharge or relief 
from active service, shall die before receiving any portion of or the full amount 
of his mustering-out payment, the balance of the amount due him shall be payable, 
on appropriate application therefor, to his surviving spouse, if any: and if he 
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shall leave no surviving spouse, then in equal shares to his child or children, if 
any; and if he shall leave no surviving spouse or child or children, then in equal 
shares to his surviving parents, if any. No payments under this title shall be 
made to any other person. 


ADMINISTRATION OF TITLE 


Sec. 506. (a) Mustering-out payments due or to become due under this title 
shall not be assignable and any payments made to or on account of a veteran 
hereunder shall be exempt from taxation, shall be exempt from the claims of 
creditors, including any claim of the United States, and shall not be subject 
to attachment, levy, or seizure by or under any legal or equitable process what- 
ever either before or after receipt by the payee. 

(b) The Secretaries of the Army, Navy, Air Force, and Treasury shall make 
such regulations not inconsistent with this title as may be necessary elfectively 
to carry out the provisions thereof, and their decisions shall be final and not 
subject to review by any court or other Government official. 

(c) The Secretaries of the Army, Navy, Air Force, and Treasury, or such 
subordinate officers as they may designate, are authorized to make direct pay 
ment to survivors over seventeen years of age, and to select a proper person 
or persons to whom mustering-out payments may be made for the use and 
benefit of former active members of the Armed Forces, or survivors thereof, 
as deemed by section 505 hereof, without the necessity of appointment by judicial 
proceedings of a legal representative of any such former member or such sur 
vivors when, in the opinion of the respective Secretaries or their designees, the 
interests of persons under seventeen years of age so justify, or where the former 
active member or his survivors is suffering from a mental disability sufficient 
to make direct payment not in the best interests of such person or persons. 
Payments made under the provisions of this subsection shall constitute a com- 
plete discharge of the obligation of the United States as provided in this title; 
and the selection of a proper person or persons, as provided herein, and the 
correctness of the amount due and paid to such person or persons shall have the 
same finality as that accorded decisions made pursuant to subsection (b). 
The provisions of this subsection shall not apply where a legal guardian or 
committee has been judicially appointed, except as to any payments made here- 
under prior to the receipt of notice of appointment. 


DEFINITIONS 


Sec. 507. As used in this title 

(a) The term “spouse’ means a lawful wife or husband. 

(b) The term “child” includes (1) a legitimate child: (2) a child legally 
adopted; and (8) a stepchild if, at the time of death of the member of the 
Armed Forces, such stepchild was a member of the deceased's household. 

(c) The term “parent” includes father and other, stepfather and stepmother, 
and father and mother through adoption. 

(d) The term “Armed Forces” means the Army, the Navy, the Air Force, 
the Marine Corps, and the Coast Guard of the United States. 


TITLE VI—MISCELLANEOUS 
JOB COUNSELING AND EMPLOYMENT PLACEMENT 


Sec. 601. Section 607 of title 1V, Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, as 
umended (38 U. 8. C. 695f), is hereby amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 607. The term ‘veteran’ as used in this title shall mean a person who 
served in the active service of the Armed Forces during a period of war in which 
the United States has been, or is, engaged, or during the period on or after 
June 27, 1950, and prior to such date as may be thereafter determined by Presi- 
dential proclamation or concurrent resolution of the Congress, and who has been 
discharged or released therefrom under conditions other than dishonorable.” 


AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 


Sec. 602. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may 
be necessary to carry out this Act. 
Passed the House of Representatives June 5, 1952. 
Attest: 
RALPH R. Roserrs, 
Clerk. 
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Senator Hitt. Congressman Teague, we will be glad to hear you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. OLIN E. TEAGUE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS, ACCOMPANIED BY OLIVER 
MEADOWS, STAFF DIRECTOR, SELECT COMMITTEE TO STUDY 
EDUCATIONAL TRAINING 


Representative Tracur. I would like to start on page 8 of my pre- 
pared statement, if I may. 

Senator Doverias. What about page 6% 

Representative Tracur. Senator, that gives our recommendations, 
but actually it is covered in a little different way. It is just a case of 
repeating. I did not want to take the time. 

Senator Hint. You are going to be our main witness and we want 
you to take the time and give us the full story. 

Senator Dovueias. I would appreciate it if you would start on 
page 6. 

Representative Tragur. I would like to comment on the purpose 
of this act, and I think vou have to remember that to appreciate our 
bill. This is to provide vocational readjustment and to restore lost 
educational opportunities to certain persons who served in the Armed 
Forces on or after June 27, 1950, and prior to such date as shall be 
fixed by the President or the Congress, and for other purposes. 

In other words, we are attempting to restore to the veteran a lost 
educational opportunity. 

Senator Dovaias. And also to provide, and I think properly so, 
new educational opportunities for men who without this would not 
be able to have this education. I think we should say that is another 
reason. 

Representative Tracur. The first five pages of my statement dealt 
with a number of abuses we found and how the GT bill was abused. 
On page 6 we sti.* out by saying the difficulties should be corrected 
and some of the following features should be embodied in this new 
legislation. 

Senator Dovetas. They certified a lot of fake schools and some of 
the schools milked the system by dummy supply corporations. 

Representative Tracur. There is no question about it. One com- 
pany out in Chicago, a jewelry company, was indicted. They re- 
quired three bids. We happened to get a bid from Texas and a bid 
from Chicago. The bid from Texas was a carbon copy of the bid out 
of Chicago. Jt turned out this big supply company had a dummy 
companv and the school had a dummy company. So there were your 
three bids, two dummy companies and one real company. 

Senator Hitt. Let me ask you a question. Had the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration been more diligent about this matter, would that not have 
prevented a lot of this? 

Representative Teacur. Senator, I did not want this job of investi- 
gation at all. I knew it was going to be a job. Before it ever started, 
I went to General Gr: iy and told him these things that were happen- 
ing. I gave him documented proof of one of his Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration officials taking a thousand-dollar bribe and t: iking a Buick 
car. General Clay said, “I don’t believe it.” He talked to me for an 
hour in my office. I asked him to go back to his office and ask his 
people to olive him are port. 
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In our other hearings is a letter which is one of the most startling 
statements an administrator could have gotten from his head investi- 
gator; and yet he did nothing. 

Senator Pasrore. Part of it might have been the fault of the Ad- 
ministration, but at ‘that time I was Governor of my State and I know 
the pressures that were brought by some of these fly-by-night schools. 
I think the whole thing was to leave a lot of this to the discretion of 
the States. In my State it was worked out properly, but there might 
have been some p ‘laces where some of this did sneak through. It was 
2 combination of both. 

Senator Hitt. Where you had good State administration such as 
you had in Rhode Island and such as we had in Alabama, that did not 
happen. 

Senator Pastore. And many other States, too. 

Senator Hint. Yes. I just happen to know about those two States. 
But where you had poor State administration, you had difficulty. 

Represe ntative Teacue. At the end of the war I served ona retiring 
board. Before the war ended anything could happen and you could 
eet retired if you got hurt in combat. After the war was over you 
could have your lee shot off and the ‘y would argue with you. 

It was to get men in schools. They were not worrying about the 
schools. Other states took the attitude that it was a way of bring- 
ing money in. We wasted millions and millions of dollars on the 
thing. 

This is a letter that was written to General Gray in August of 1950. 

Senator Doveias. What page is that ? 

Representative TEagusr. It 1s on page 194 of our report. His chief 
investigator told the Administrator there that he had a very serious 
situation on his hands, but he let some of these people tell him that it 
was exaggerated. I do not think that it was. I think it was a rather 
conservative report to him. 

Senators, I would like to introduce to the committee Mr. Oliver 
Meadows of my staff who has done a wonde ‘rful job on this thing. 

Senator Hite. We are ols ad to have you he re, sir. 

Representative Tragur. Eligibility for training shoul lhe granted to 
all ve i rans who served honorably during the period June 7, 1950, and 
such delimiting date as may later be established by Presidential procla- 
mation or concurrent resolution of Congress. Entitlement to educa 
tional benefits, not to exceed 36 months, should be granted to veterans 
with 90 or more days honorable service, based on 114 days of entitle- 
ment for each day of service during the period June 7, 1950, and prior 
to the delimiting date to be established. The 36 months is one of the 
fairest changes from the old bill. The old bill gave a man 48 months. 

Again going back to everything we did in this bill. we asked our- 
selves, “Is it good po the taxpayer and the veteran?” We tried to 
keep out this stuff in between that you want to consider and talk 
about. If you ee a man four 9-month periods of education, we 
decided that was enough. 

Senator Ives. You are giving the same equivalent, four 9-month 
periods as you gave to veterans before ? 

Representative Tracur. No, sir; you are giving less. 

Senator Ives. You are giving enough instruction ? 

Representative Tracue. You are giving a man a chance to get a 
college degree if he wants to. 
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Senator Ives. That is + years of instruction unless he can do it in 
less than that. 

Representative Teacur. He might take more time. 

Senator Ives. What I am driving at is: Is he going to get enough 
so that he can get his degree without hardship? 

Representative Teague. I think so. If I sank have had what that 
bill gives, I would have gotten my college degree with no difficulty. 

Senator Ives. You are figuring he is to have 36 months divided by 
4, which is 9 months, which is an academic year. You are the pro- 
fessor, Senator Douglas, what about that ¢ 

Senator Doveias. I was. That is correct. 

Senator Ives. It is going to just give as much for those 9 months 
as it did for your 12. You mean you have the same amount for the 
9 months as you had for the 12 before? 

Representative Tracve. No, sir. You have about the same per 
month, but you haven't got the same. He does not get paid for 12 
months a year. He gets paid for 9 months. 

Senator’ Doveras. Was it formerly a requirement you had to go 
to school 12 months? 

Representative Teacur. No, sir. 

Senator DouGias. Was it 9 months? 

Representative Teacur. That is right. 

Senator Doucias. This squeezes some of the water out of it. 

Senator Ives. We do not want these fellows in the position where 
they are not going to have enough. If we are going to do anything, 
we ought to do it in an amount sufficient to take care of them. 

Senator Pasrore. How do you justify that yqu are going to do less 
for the Korean veterans than the others? What is the reason? In 
the interest of the taxpayer and the student ? 

Representative Tracue. I do not actually agree that it is less. We 
set out a purpose to restore a boy’s lost educational opportunity or 
to give him an educational opportunity. We agree to give him 
enough so that he can get a college degree, which seems to me a lot for 
our country to do for anybody. 

Senator Pasrore. Did you, under the former bill, give more benefits ? 

Representative Teacur. Yes, sir. You gave him four 12-month 
periods, or 48 months. And under this bill you give 36. 

Senator Pasrorr. You say that was somewhat exaggerated / 

Representative Teague. Ethink so. I think it caused men to change 
courses and they often did things they did not reed to do. 

Senator Pastore. Have you any statistics on that as to how much 
was left over? I do not mean anything in detail. 

Representative Tracur. No; I do not have anything like that to 
offer. 

Senator Pastore. Was this picked out of the hat, or was there sub- 
stantially a reason for this, predicated upon an investigation and 
experience of the past? 

Representative Tracur. That is right. A man would take 4 years 
of one thing, or rather he would take 36 months of one thing, then 
he would take 12 more months of something else that might have 
been related or might not have been. <A lot of people got their 
master’s degrees and some worked on their doctor’s degrees. 

Senator Pasrorr. Your ar is predicated upon the normal 
9-month academic year times 4, which is the average period of time 
to get a college degree ? 
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Senator Ives. You are now estimating that the amount received 
per month for the veteran will be the same as the amount received 
per month under the old system, 48 months ? 

Representative Trkacur. We took the amount of money that was 
paid to the boy for subsistence. We took the average of tuition all 
over the country, which is a very important subject that we will get 
into later. Weare giving that boy that amount of money and telling 
him to go to school. 

Senator Ives. That has gone up since the GI business? 

R>presentative Teacur. It was raised one time. I mean the sub- 
sistence. 

Senator Ives. I know institutions are having more trouble making 
ends meet. 

Senator Hiii. Congressman, under the old bill the veteran was 
permitted to convert some of his educational time into payment of 
hirher tuition charges, was he not ? 

Representative Tragur. Yes, sir. He was allowed to speed up, you 
might say, his educational program. 

Senator Hitt. He does not have that right under this bill / 

Representative Trkacur. No, sir. 

Senator Hitt. I am raising these questions because as you can well 
realize these questions are going to be raised with us, and most of them 
have been raised by communication. There will be many questions 
like this on the floor. 

Representative Tracur. Under the old bill the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration dealt directly with educational institutions. We feel from 
our investigation that one of the biggest ways that the taxpayers lost 
their money in this bill was all this red tape in administration that 
took place. We tried to arrive at some way of cutting out the red 
tape in the administration in the Veteran’s Administration in regard 
to 13,000 institutions working out contracts, and what not. So we, 
under this bill, are paying a boy an amount of money. It goes to the 
boy. Then he goes to whatever school in the U nited States he wants 
to. Itisascholarship. It does not say, “You will go to this school.” 

The Veterans’ Administration does not have to go to the school. 
The veteran has to go toa good school, and satisfactorily comp lete his 
course. If he wants to speed it up and use that money, he can, but 
there is no specific provision for paying a school. 

In other words, we give this money to the boy. If he wants to go 
to Harvard, he can go in whatever time he wants. If he wants to go 
to the University of Alabama, he can. For a single veteran he has 
$110 and for a veteran with dependents $150 a month. He gets that 
money. He can go wherever he wants to. 

Senator Pasrore. The question there has been raised, and I think 
there seems to be a lot of logic to it—of course, I am for cutting down 
the red tape and if it is hoped, in view of the experience we have had 
heretofore, that it will take a lot of kinks out of the inefliciency pro- 
gram, I am for this. 

How about this argument: Inasmuch as you have to recognize the 
fact a lot of these boys will have depencents, that there is going to 
be an inclination to shop for a cheaper school in order to use up more 
of this money for allowances? That is the big thing, because you are 
going to get yourself into a lot of trouble on that. It is a natural 
thing. A boy has to make a decision which is very important to him, 
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and for the time being it might be important to provide better for his 
wife and child than get himself the best kind of education. 

We would be defeating the entire purpose of this whole act, which 
is to give that boy the kind of education in the best kind of institution 
without limitation. 

Senator Ives. You have another angle, and that is that the chances 
are a lot of them would go to State-supported institutions or municipa!- 
ly supported institutions if they could, whose quality of education is 
almost as good as that of private institutions. That is going to rais» 
cain with your private institutions, 

Senator Pasrorre. You are shifting this responsibility up to your 
tax-supported local institutions which will have to increase their 
student body and have to be met on the local level by higher taxes to 
the local taxpayers in order to meet this responsibility that is na- 
tional. 

Senator Ives. Maybe the Congressman has a way out of this. 

Representative Teacur. Before you had a GT bill and, if you will 
forget the GI bill, you had a group of Americans going to school. 
They had a certain amount of money. 

Senator Pasrorr. That was paid by their parents. 

Representative Teacur. Worked out for by themselves, or in a num- 
ber of different ways. We take and add to that amount of money. 
We are giving about $990 to every single veteran that is going to 
school, and it averages about $1,200 to a veteran with depe ndents. He 
can still select whatever school he wants. 

President Case from Colgate takes the attitude because they have 
this amount of money more it will help the private schools. It will 
cause them to come to private schools. 

The president of the University of Southern California takes the 
other attitude, that because you do not go ahead and pay tuition to a 
private college, it will not do that. Keeping always in mind we are 
writing this for the taxpayer and the veteran, we are not trying to 
help oe else, like the schools, first. You have always had a 
diffe ren inl he tween the priv: ite colleges and tax sup ported colleges. 
You stil 1 will have that. The men going to si ‘hool have more money 
than before. Because of that we think it will help every type of school. 
We are not interested in trying to bring the two to a level throug! i 
this legislation. That has been a very interesting part of this bill. 

Senator Pastore. Your only reason fer it is to cut down the admin- 
istrative red tape. That is why you are doing it? 

Representative Teacur. That is right. 

Senator Pasrorr. There is no other reason. It is not better for the 
boy or better for the institution or better for the taxpayer. It is only 
because it means that it will entail less work administratively. 

Senator Dovucias. It is better for the taxpayer if you eliminate over- 
head. 

Representative Tracur. We think it is better for the boy. Over and 
over throughout this testimony you will find college presidents who 
testified that it put the boy on the same basis as a nonveteran. He 
came to school like everybody else. He has his money, which is a 
scholarship. We think it is better for the boy, too. 

Mr. Lunden, the business manager of the University of Minnesota, 
made a study of this thing. There is very interesting testimony in 
here on that. If you turn to page 1563 in the hearings, it gives you 
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a committee there that this committee should see. We went to the 
American Council of Education. Of course, the American Council 
of Education is your greatest educational organization in this country. 
They have 146 national and regional educational associations and 
982 institutions. That committee you see down at the bottom of the 
page is a committee on Relationships of Higher Education to the 
Federal Government. 

We went to this committee over a year ago. As T remember, it was 
July 1951. We met with them here in town and talked this idea 
of paving the money directly to the veteran over with them and what 
would happen. Their first thought was, “We have been getting $500 
to $600 for tuition, books, and supplies. This is going to cut us down.” 
So this committee argued this thing back and forth for a number 
of months. They had three different meetings and voted on the 
question three separate times. They voted every time to support 
(his idea of a direct payment. 

After our hearings were over and the bill was being marked up, a 
small group - ~ ivate colleges formed a committee to amend this bill 
in trying to go back to our old system of paying this differential 
between your eineia and tax-supported schools. The amendment 
was voted on in committee and defeated. 

It is something, I think, which is one of the most important parts 
of the bill. It deserves a lot of thought and study. 

Senator Ives. In this connection, if you are a veteran yourself and 
you are going to get the same amount of money no matter what 
institution you are going to attend and it is being paid to you, which 
one are you going to goto’ ‘To one whe re you have to pay tuition, or 
cone where vou do not have to pay tuition ¢ 

Representative Tracur. Senator, we asked that question. 

Senator Ives. Assuming the quality of education is substantially 
the same in all. 

Representative Tracue. We asked that question of Mr. McGrath 
of the United States Office of Education. We asked him, “Where do 
people V0 tO school and why lo they fo there 2 Do all the wealthy 
boys v0 to Harvard and Yale and do all the poor boys YO to tax- 
supported schools ¢” 

We had a letter where he says that is not true. The first thing is, 
where do they live? 

Mr. Meavows. Apparently they maintain that the motivating factor 

location. Eighty percent of the students go to se ‘hool within 50 
miles of their home. Then we come alone with religious preference 
and spec ial course offerings and family tradition, aad money coming 
‘nto it somewhere along the line. But the argument bei ‘ing advanced 
that money is the one motivating factor, that the difference of $15 or 
$20 per month between schools will run a man from one school to 
snother is not too well substantiated among the educators. 

Senator Doveias. Suppose you have within a given area, say, a 
State or a munic ipal university with almost no tuition and a private 
institution with $500. I understand you would allow about $360 for 
tuition. 

Representative Treacur. About $270. 


20932—52 3 








98 VETERANS READJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1952 


Senator Dovatas. In one case he makes a dividend of $250 by going 
to the State and municipal institutions. In the other case he has to 
add money to it. 

Senator Ives. You have a perfect example in New York City— 
CCNY, Queens, Hunter. Then you have Columbia and NYU 
and one or two others around there. Fordham is another. Those 
fellows are living in the community. Where are they going? 

Representative Tracur. They would probably go there. 

Senator Ives. Where is “there”? 

Representative Tracur. To Hunter College. 

Senator Ives. Where they do not have to pay tuition. There are 
good institutions in the city. It is causing quite a problem there. 

Representative Treacur. We have had Dr. Meng go over this thing. 
Forgetting your tuition and looking at it as an over-all problem, a boy 
has a certain amount of money to go to school. We do not think this 
is enough to pay his way through. So he has that amount of money 
to start with. In my case I went to Texas A. and M. because I didn’t 
have enough money. I had a girl going to TCU whom I later mar- 
ried. If I had had the money I would have gone to TCU. It isa 
higher priced school. 

Senator Pasrorr. What would have-been wrong with that? 

Representative Tracur. Nothing. 

Senator Pasrore. You just point up the case of the argument we 
are making. It is a matter of money. 

Representative Tracur. That is what I say. You add to the money 
a boy has, and he will come nearer going to a private school. I hope 
you will read that letter of Dr. Case. 

Senator Pastore. You have just as much right to reach your con- 
clusion as someone else. It is a debatable question. We have Rhode 
Island University that is a tax-supported school and we have Brown, 
Providence College, and any number of private institutions. This is 
a serious problem up there. You are going to flock everybody to a 
State college. 

Senator Ives. Your privately supported institutions are having 
trouble now. Your publicly supported institutions are not having 
so much. 

Representative Teague. You talk to Texas A. and M. and Texas 
University, please. 

Senator Ives. At least they can call on the taxpayers. They may 
be subject to the whims and caprices of legislative bodies, but at least 
they are public. 

Representative Treacur. Do you want to use this program as an 
educational aid program ? 

Senator Ives. I do not, although I do feel this way : I think it should 
not be a program which is going to injure private institutions. I do 
not think any of us want to do that. 

Representative Tracur. I agree with you 100 percent. 

Senator Ives. That is the way I feel about it. 

Senator Dovenas. I do not think it will injure them. As an offset 
against actually injuring them is the fact that it will bring into the 
college from one-third to one-half people who otherwise would not 
go. Out of the i increase the State and municipally supported insti- 
tutions will get the major share, but there will be an increase in total 
college attendance over what otherwise would occur. 
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Representative Tracur. That is the point I do not seem to be able 
to get over to you. You are giving every boy that is going to college 
or some that cannot go enough money so that if they want to go they 
can. Your private colleges in Rhode Island will gain from that. 

Senator Pasrore. I do not follow you too closely on that. We do 
not want to end up with State-supported and municipal-supported 
institutions being identified as the veterans schools as against private 
institutions. This whole system of education has got to be one inte- 
grated on a cross-section geographical formula that will give us that 
representative student body we want in education. We may be exag- 
gerating, depending on how we look at this whole subject. 

Senator Ives. I am trying to look at it equitably and I am sure the 
rest of you are. 

Senator Doucias. I may be anticipating, but there is only one pos- 
sible solution. You will meet the cost of tuition, but not exceed $275 
a year. 

Representative Teacur. We have an amendment in the bill that 
takes care of Hunter College and those schools like those in New York 
City. It gives them a chance, if they want to, to charge $270 to these 
boys that are being paid by the Federal Government. That is for 
Hunter College and California. 

Senator lves. Have they said they will do that? 

Representative Teacur. That is Dr. Meng’s suggestion. 

Senator Ives. He said they can do it. I think you will run into 
trouble with your publicly supported institutions on that. 

Representative Tracur. He asked that something be put in the bill 
that would give them a chance to do it if they wanted to. Let me 
read two paragraphs from the letter of the president of Colgate. 

Senator Ives. It is only 23 miles from where I live. I know Everett 
Case very well. 

Representative Tracur. He has a wonderful letter. Mr. Case said 
that when a student chooses his college there is normally an economic 
differential between the cost to him of attending the tax-supported and 
the privately supported institutions which [reading]: 

We in the latter category, the privately supported, seek to compenste through 
scholarship opportunities. Any grants, such as the Teague bill provides, which 
reduces for the veteran the cost of his education should make it that much easier 
for the man who prefers a privately supported institution to attend it. Unless 
the purpose of the GI grant, therefore, be to help not the veteran but the 
privately endowed institution, 1 see no justification for the kind of stipulation 
which the Springer amendment contains, 

The Springer amendment was one that goes back to the old pro- 
vision: 

In the light of these two considerations, it seems to me unwise both intrinsi- 
cally and as a matter of public relations for the privately supported institutions 
to agitate for the favored position which the Springer amendment would afford. 
Colgate has never complained about the competition with State universities 
and sees no reason to start complaining now. On the contrary, we consider 
such competition healthy and have no fear that we shall fail to interest our share 
of promising young men from various economic levels in the opportunities, 
including sciolarship opportunities, which Colgate offers. As for the eduea- 
tional grants which the Congress authorizes in the veterans’ behalf, Colgate be- 
lieves they are designed to help the man rather than any particular class or type 
of institution, and we find that the Teague bill meets these criteria as the 
Springer amendment does not. 

Senator Ives. In connection with Colgate, and I admire Colgate 
very much, I think it is pretty well endowed by the Colgate-Palm- 
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olive-Peet. family. They may not be in the same position as some 
pr ivate institutions in trying to make ends meet. 

Representative Tracur. This committee is composed of eight pri- 

vate schools and seven public. 

Senator Hitt. We passed a bill to provide $1,600 for disabled 
veterans, those whose legs and hands were missing, in order to buy 
an automobile. We know that $1,600 is not enough money and he 
has to put up some of his own money, but he will be more apt to buy 
a cheap automobile. He cannot get up into the higher class. It 
seems to me this thing is going to resolve itself into whether we are 
going to provide more money at the cost of the taxpayers so that 
the-e boys will ba sure to go to these private schools. Does it resolve 
itself into that? 

Representative Tracur. May I read one comment that I think 
answers that, from Mr. McGrath? He said: 

Many young men will have some funds of their own or will be able to earn 
money while attending a college or university. They will, therefore, be able to 
supplement the veterans grant and thus attend institutions with the. highest 
tuition fees. It is even possible that the very reverse of the situation described 
in Mr. Fagg’s letter will occur, namely, that boys with limited personal 
funds will be supplemented by the provisions of the bill and will choose private 
institutions which otherwise might have attended a publicly supported institu- 
tion. Many factors which normally motivate young men and women to attend 
private institutions of higher education will be at work among the veterans. 

When we first went to this American Council of Education and 
these other educational groups, they did not accept this thing. The 
longer we went there and the more we worked with them, the more 
they accepted it. Every educational group that came before our 
committee testified in behalf of this provision. 

Senator Ives. Have you had any reaction from the taxpayers 
groups on it at all? You have the t: axpayers’ side of it. Here they 
are sup plying the tuition free in a situation where other institutions 
e being pe uid tuition from a give n source, a public source. 
Representative Teagur. We have one group which I am sure you 
know more about than I do. It is the group that publishes the tax 
outlook. It isa group of men that were tied in with the Hoover Com- 
mission. They came down and made quite a study of this thing as 
far as the private colleges were concerned, and asked that the educa- 
tional aid feature be put in this bill. 

Senator Ives. I am not talking about the private colleges; I am 
talking about the public institutions supported by the public itself 
where tuition is free. You have had no reaction from them? 

Representative Tragur. None. 

Senator Ives. Desiring some kind of an adjustment so that they get 
somo compensation ? 

Representative Tracur. We have had expressions from Dr. Meng 
and your group up in New York. 

Senator Ivers. You have publicly supported institutions on the one 
hand that are having these veterans which are getting the same amount 
of money out of the Federal Government that they “would get if they 
went to private institutions where they had to pay for the tuition to 
the institution. 

Representative Teague. Either way they pay it they are still pay- 
ing the same thing. The taxpayer is still paying it. 
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Senator Ives. Different people are paying it when the Federal G 
ernment is paying it. 

Representative Teague. The perfect example and the most exag- 
gerated example in the United States is this one—— 

Senator Ives. I have a letter from the Director of the Budget of the 
State of New York that was written to me. I have not had a chance 
to talk with him. This says: 

The Board of Higher Education of the city of New York, which operates four 
senior colleges supported largely from tax moneys, would prefer to amend the 
bill to provide for direct payment of teaching costs not to exceed $31 per month 
for a full-time course by the Administration of Veterans’ Affairs to the tax-sup- 
ported institution rather than to the student who would then be billed by the col- 
lege as provided by H. R. 7656, section 234. The officials of the State University 
of New York also favor the bill with these amendments which are described in 
an attached memorandum from the Board of Higher Education 

And so forth. 

Thereis a public official of the State of New York, the Director of 
the Budget, who is providing another slant. The reason I raised it 
was not because of his letter alone. It is surprising to me that you 
have not heard from your public officials that are responsible for the 
public-supported institutions. 

Representative Teague. I think Dr. Meng represented this group 
talking to us. 

Senator Ives. He is not a public official. 

Representative Tracur. I know he has a contact with those people. 

Senator Doveras. I think we ought to let the Congressman go ahead 
with his statement. 

Senator Ives. I apologize for consuming so much time. 

Representative Teague. I think this is a most important feature of 
the bill. I think it is something you have to have straightened out. 

Senator Ives. It is something that we can go on the rocks with. 

Representative Tragur., On pages 21 and 22, Section 254 of the bill, 
Dr. Meng came down to saying that this is what he would like to see 
inthe bill. Tam sure General Devereux will ask to testify about this. 
He is going to testify against this provision, because the principle of 
the bill was for the taxpayers and the veterans. He says we depart 
here from the principle of our bill and start trying to he ‘Ip a particular 
educational institution, which is the truth. 

On line 5, beginning with— 

Except that in the case of a tax-supported public educational institution which 
does not have established charges for tuition and fees which it requires non- 
veteran residents to pay, such institutions may charge and receive from each 
eligble veteran who is a resident an amount equal to the estimated cost of 
teaching personnel and supplies for instruction attributable to such veteran, 
but in no event to exceed the rate of $31 per month for a full-time course— 
Senator Ives, that was the amendment finally worked out with Dr. 
Meng. : 

Senator Ives. I am not disputing what Dr. Meng has to say. The 
point I would raise there would be your legislatures might be in 
trouble on a thing like that. I assume that every one of the States 
that has a State-supported institution with tuition free would be 
faced with the problem of deciding what they were going to do about 
charging veterans. There would be those who would want them 
charged and those who would not want that. I am not sure whether 
we ought to have an over-all anwser or not. 
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Mr. Suucrue. He subsequently offered language which would 
change the section to put the burden on the veterans, so that the 
school would not be in the position of making collections. He would 
have “the eligible veteran shall pay to such institution.” That is 
the latest suggestion. 

Representative Tracur. Louisiana and California wanted it so 
that the burden was left on the State as to what they would do with 
their own tax-supported institutions. It is not a case of telling the 
States, “You will do this or that.” 

Senator Ives. I would not do it that way at all. I think you are 
going to have complications with your legislatures if you have it on 
a permissive basis. I can see the fights that will arise. 

Representative Teacur. I know General Devereux will testify 
violently against this amendment. I have come to the conclusion he 
is right. 

Senator Pasvore. On line 7 it says, “does not have established 
charges for tuition and fees.” We have Rhode Island University back 
home which is a land-grant college. I know they do not charge tuition, 
but they do charge certain fees. 

Representative Teacur. The group in New York charges nothing. 

Senator Ives. There are certain fees for laboratory and some things 
of that kind. 

Senator Pasrorr. That would leave us out in this thing because they. 
would not meet the standard if they charged a nominal fee. They 
have an established fee. 

Senator Doucias. Take the State of Illinois. It has a nominal 
charge of $30 a year. 

Senator Pastore. They would be out. 

Representative Tracur. Going back again, you are giving the 
veteran a scholarship. He has to pay the fee like everybody else. 

Senator Pastore. I would say that the qualification here to collect 
this $31 per month is that it does not have an established charge, 
tuition or fee. If it is a nominal tuition charge or fee, they would be 
out. They could not collect $31. Your standard there would cause 
some damage in some States. I am not arguing on the general 

hilosophy of this section. I am merely talking about the quali- 
ication for it. 

Senator Ives. In order to be fair, I am wondering if it would not 
be possible to work out some provision. I realize the red tape that 
is involved here, and I congratulate you on trying to step away from 
it. On the other hand, I am wondering if a practical solution would 
be for the Government to pay directly to the institution involved a 
uniform fee for all the veterans that fall within the purview of this 
particular act, whether it is a public institution or private. Then 
there is no discrimination whatever and everybody is receiving the 
same thing. 

Representative Tracur. Of course, I would have to violently dis- 
agree with you that this discriminates against any school. It gives 
the boys money. This is the most important feature of our bill, we 
think. We have testimony here of a hundred pages in support of 
that principle. It is something that you people have to decide. 

Senator Ives. We have all got to decide it. You people have to 
decide it with us. We cannot do it alone. 
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Representative Tracur. I cannot believe any discrimination is 
shown against any school when you take a bunch of American men 
and add to the money that they have and say, “Go to whatever school 
you want.” 

' Senator Ives. That is discrimination against public institutions 
where there is no tuition. 

Representative Tracur. What if they were not veterans and they 
went there anyway ¢ 

Senator Ives. That is something else. They can go anywhere they 
want to. They are not getting anything i in lieu of tuition. That is 
an entirely different proposition. 

Representative Tracue. It is the same proposition. 

Senator Ives. Here is a bunch of fellows being paid a certain 
amount of money out of which presumably a certain percentage of 
tuition is to come, not all, but a certain percentage, $270. 

Representative Tracur. “You take the money and go to school,” is 
what we are saying. 

Senator Ives. Out of it their tuition is supposed to come, or 
part of it. 

Representative Tracur. Everything, tuition, books, supplies, and 
laboratory fees. 

Senator Ives. You cannot get all of it out of it. 

Representative Tracur. I know. 

Senator Ives. I cannot see why the institution providing tuition-free 
education under such circumstances is not being discrimin: 1ated against. 
I am just playing the argument around in the other direction. 

Representative Tracur. It is not the first time I have heard this 
argument, either. I think it is the very heart of our bill. If you 
‘annot see it, you cannot see it. We feel we have plenty of evidence 
here that supports it. 

Senator Ives. I do not want to see a thing enacted where there is 
going to be a lot of controversy after it is enacted. 

Representative Tracur. This will cut out the controversy that 
would happen after it is enacted. 

Senator Dovetas. How many administrative officers do you think 
this would save? How many do they have now? 

Representative Teague. We do not know. 

Senator Doveias. How many representatives do they have in the 
colle ges? 

Representative Tracur. Senator, Mr. Lunden of the University of 
Minnesota testified on that. 

Senator Dovetas. If they have 13,000 schools, they would not have 
an average of one to each school, would they ? 

Mr. Mravows. I think I can supply the information you are seeking. 
The service that administers that has 25,000 people in it. About one- 
half of those people are involved in rate-fixing activities, contracting, 
and subsequently auditing procedures that are involved in this con- 
tractural relationship that is necessary. This bill will virtually elimi- 
nate completely the contractural activities, so it should go into several 
thousands of people. 

Senator Dovatas. You have the problem of accrediting. 

Mr. Meapows. That problem rests with the State. 

Senator Doveias. You accept any institutions accredited by the 
State ? 
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Mr. Meapows. The present system for approval is continued. 

Senator Dovcias. You would save 12,500 jobs? 

Mr. Meapows. We assume. 

Senator Dovcias. What is the average salary of those people? 

Mr. Meapows. Those people run from CF-9 to CF-13 

That runs from $5,000 to $8,000. 

Senator Doucias. So you would save between sixty-two and a half 
and one hundred million dollars ? 

Mr. Mrapows. Perhaps so, if we could anticipate cooperation in 
actually reducing the force. 

Senator Pasrore. You would still have to have some. 

Senator Dovuetas. Cut it in half. You would save from 30 to 50 
million dollars. That is a lot of money. 

Senator Pasrore. Not as against the big objective of doing a good 
job for these boys in education. If you ‘did not have this bill, you 
would save hundreds of millions of dollars. 

Senator Hitz. Many of these boys will have other income. Some 
of them are going to be drawing other funds from the Government. 
Some of them are going to have compensation. 

Senator Ives. Some of them may have saved a little. 

Senator Hitt. Yes. Some parents may have provided some edu- 
cation for them if they had not gone to war and this bill had not 
been passed. 

Senator Pasrorr. The thing that bothers me is the fact we are 
changing our philosophy. Originally it was that it was being paid 
to the institution. Now we are paying it to the student. 1 think 
we ought to have a good, valid reason. 

Senator Hitz. Whether we pay it to the institution or the veteran 
is not the philosophy of this bill at all. That goes to the mechanics. 
The philosophy is to give these boys an opportunity for an education. 

Senator Pastore. I realize that. 

Senator Hirt, That is the basic philosophy of this proposition. 

I will say this about it: From my long experience, we get in trouble 
and pile up all those costs when people expect things of the Federal 
Government that they would not expect of anybody else. There is 
nobody on this committee who has been a stronger advocate for 
Federal aid to education and spent more hours on it than I have. 

The philosophy of this bill is to help these veterans and not a means 
of providing support for colleges. 

Senator Pasrorr. That is what I am thinking of, the representations 
that were made to me about the fact that in many instances here a 
lot of these boys might find themselves in a pinch where they would 
have to choose ‘only because of the expediene y of the moment a school 
that ordinarily they would not prefer, because the charges were a 
little less. I do not think we ought to do anything, whether vou call 
it mechanics, philosphy of distribution, or what, to injure them in 
that decision. 

do not say the righteousness might not be on the other side. I 
think there ought to be a lot of thinking about this because it is an 
innovation. 

Representative Tracur. Under the old bill we tried to do every- 
thing for everybody. If you wanted to start a meat-eutting school, 
we had you taken care of. If you wanted a tap-dancing school, we 
had you taken care of. There were these chick schools. So we tried 
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to cut out this and say, “Here is a group of boys that have been in 
the service. The taxpayers are going to send them to school.” We 
give him the scholarship and he goes to school. 

Senator Pasrore. I hope you do not think that I am defending danc- 
ing lessons. 

Senator Ives. They are very useful at times. 

Senator Pasvorr. Not at government e xpense. 

Senator Ives. You say on line 5 of page 22 you think it ought to 
be eliminated. At least there will be an advocate that it should be 
eliminated. Is that exception in those eight lines necessary in order 
to enable the states or the municipalities to charge tuition to the veter- 
ans that are enrolled in classes ? 

Representative Tracur. No, sir. I think that is the argument 
that General Devereux will make, that the State wants to charge 
these boys and they can do it, if they so desire. 

Senator Ives. That exception is superfluous, is it not? 

Representative Tracur. That is my thought. I am not a lawyer. 

Senator Doveias. They could draw a differentiation between veter- 
ans and nonveterans and charge veterans $275 and nonveterans from 
zero On Up. 

Senator Hinz. The Federal Government would not be the party 
to raise that question. They might not be able to do it. 

Senator Ives. Put a limit on how much they can charge. 

Senator Pasrore. I do not think you would have that kind of thing. 
Now that you have taken all the kinks out of the old abuses of danc- 
ing school and this comes down to well-established and accredited 
American schools, I do not think we have to worry about too much 
of that. 

Senator Doveras. These are Veterans’ Administration accredited 
schools which were not accredited by State departments of educa- 
tion ? 

Representative Treagur. They could be. They may have one or 
two, but that is all. 

Senator Dovenas. Where did these chick schools come in? 
Representative Teague. Actually I should not have mentioned that, 
because from what we found out those boys that went there are doing 
better than any boys who graduated from other schools in the U nited 

States. They are making more money than you are. 

Senator Dovenas. How about t: ap dancing / 

Representative Tracur. That is out unless it is a college course. 
When this figure of $500 was put in, nearly all the colleges went up 
to that figure. All the costs went up to $500 as soon as this bill was 
passed. The U niversity of California went from $273 to $493. That 
happened every place. 

We feel like giving this money to the boys and we have the minutes 
of this American Council of Education meeting where they have for 
years kicked this thing back and forth. They said that this will give 
a person a chance to study on a Federal scholarship. You are giving 
a Federal scholarship. He will go to school as long as he goes to a 
good school. It is the heart of this bill. 

Senator Dougias. What do you do about this agricultural training ?@ 

Representative Tragur. We made quite a change in that, too. 

Senator Hiii. Shall we let the Congressman proceed with his state- 
ment? It may be that many of the questions we have in our minds 
he will answer for us. 
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Representative Teacur. I brought this on myself. 

Senator Hitt. That will be the most controversial feature in the 
whole bill. 

Representative Tracur. I think if you would see the predominance 
of evidence from educational people in here testifying you would think 
differently about this. 

Senator Ives. I am not disputing the principle of the thing you 
are talking about. The thing I am trying to do is to see what we 

can do to get it as equitable as possible. I realize the first considera- 
tion is to the veteran. Nobody questions that. 

Representative TEaGue. Then the taxpayer is next and then your 
private colleges and institutions are third. 

Senator Hitt. For the information of the committee, the President 
is going to address a joint session of Congress at 12: 30 and they want 
us to recess so that we can all be on our respective floors at 12:15. 

Representative Teacur. Entitlement to educational benefits, not to 
exceed 36 months, should be granted to veterans with 90 or more days 
honorable service, based on 114 days of entitlement for each day of 
service during the period June 27, 1950, and prior to the delimiting 
date to be established. 

The total payment, including an allowance for tuition, books, and 
supplies sufficient to maintain a veteran in training under average 
and reasonable conditions, should be paid directly to the veteran.: 
From such an allowance the veteran should pay tuition, fees, and other 
charges not to exceed the charges paid by a nonv eteran similarly cir- 
cumstanced. No subsistence allowance should be paid for less than 
half-time training; however, in those instances where the veteran 
elects training on less than a half-time basis his tuition, fees, and 
other charges should be paid at rates not to exceed those charges made 
of nonveterans students similarly cireumstanced. 

<nrollment of veterans in institutional training should be limited 
to courses offered by public schools and colleges, or to courses in private 
schools which have been in successful operation for at least 1 year 
and which maintain an enrollment of at least 25 percent nonveteran 
students. 

The relative authority and responsibility of the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration and the State approving agencies should be defined. State 
approval agencies should receive reimbursement for supervision of all 
educational institutions and training establishments in which nondis- 
abled veterans are enrolled. 

Senator Doveias. Why are the Negroes angry at that? 

Senator Hixi. We might as well discuss that. 

Senator Dovetas. I cannot understand their argument. 

Representative Tracur. If any group of schools had a right to 
complain about this bill, it is your private, nonaccredited schools. 
vocational schools. Just say that I am sitting down in Dallas, Tex., 
as the head of V. R. and E. and all of you gentlemen are running 
schools. I have the power to set your contracts. I can _— make 
you money or bankrupt you, whichever way vou want to 

The greatest amount of abuse that took place under this bill was in 
this contractural relationship between the Veterans’ Administration 
employees and school operators. You might be running an upholstery 
school and you might say that you have to have an excellent grade of 
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material to teach a boy. I am in the Veterans’ Administration and 
I know nothing about what you can use. ATI that contractural thing 
that went on between your nonaccredited below college level private 
schools was where the great amount of abuse took place. In trying 
to cut out that contractual relationship of arriving at a price the 
school would charge a veteran, we decided to put in a requirement for 
nonveteran students. In other words, if you have a 25-percent non- 
veteran student group and those nonveteran students will set your 
price—if I come there as a veteran, I pay what the nonveteran pays. 
There are a lot of schools that have nobody except veterans. 

Senator Doveias. Why is this peculiar of the Negroes? Why did 
Mr. Powell refuse to vote ? 

Representative Teague. A Mr. Bristler here in the District of 
Columbia, who is associated with the colored people’s group, came 
up to see us a number of times. He wants to continue these vocational 
schools where it may be all veteran and they cannot sustain them on 
their own merits. They have to have veterans. It no more applies 
to a colored school than any other school. 

Senator Dovetas. Are there a lot of colored schools which have only 
veterans / 

Representative Tracur. Not too many. 

Senator Hiru. What do your records show on that? 

Representative Tracur. I have here a list of every private school in 
the State of Pennsylvania and their number of veterans, number of 
nonveterans, and how long they have been established. When you get 
into cabinet making, into ¢: irpentry, into woodworking, that kind of 
thing, they have all veterans. All those schools were established 
since the GI bill. 

You go back to the old group and nearly every one of them—I think 
every one of them, and there are 146 here—will be all right under this 
bill. There is no question that these private schools have a right to 
talk about this. It is going to put them out of business. Whether 
that is good or bad, is another question. 

Senator Pastore. Fundamentally, is that not the bulwark against 
these fly-by-night schools that have been set up only for the purpose 
of training veterans exclusively? If you have this civilian rule of 
at least 25 percent, that is a further proof it is going to be a well-estab- 
lished school and was much before this program came into being. 

Senator Dova.as. It is not the school but the course. 

Representative Tracur. The school and the course. 

Senator Doveias. Suppose you have a school which has 25 percent 
nonveterans but in a given course less than 25 percent nonveterans. 
Would they be eligible there ? 

Representative TEAGUE. No, sir. That is rather harsh, and I know 
it. But if you do not do that, those schools will set up every kind of 
a course to get by. 

We are asking the percentage of private schools be lowered. They 
may be right. Maybe you could take a lower percentage than 25 per- 
cent and establish the rate. 

Senator Hiti. Your data on Pennsylvania is interesting. Do you 
have any data on Southern States? 

Representative Tracur. No, sir. 

Senator Hit. Is it not true that before the GI bill, the original 
bill, there were very few schools for Negroes, or were there? What 
do your records show ? 
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Representative Teacur. Very few for either Negroes or whites. 

Senator Dova.as. This opened up a tremendous opportunity for 
Negroes, I imagine, and a lot of these fly-by-night schools developed. 

Representative Tracur. They took advantage of them in so many 
places. I was told the governor of one State said, “We are not going 
to give them an education, but we want this money to come in our 
State.” If they had gotten the training, it would have been one thing; 
but if they wanted the school and just got the money, that was some- 
thing else. 

Senator Pastore. Could you not write that section 226, page 12, 
giving the Administrator some leeway of cutting down that percen- 
tage of 25 percent in certain worthy cases within his judgment, based 
upon certain conditions that would mean the difference between equity 
and inequity? You might have a situation where the chances are 
your 25 percent is a little too high. 

Representative Teague. You might work a percentage in there, 
though they were trying to put the Administrator out of business as 
much as possible. 

Senator Pasrorr. You ought to have someone who would have some 
authority to say in a case where it was only 24 percent, “This is all 
right because this school has been in existence for 50 years.’ 

Representative TreaGur. Our committee almost put 331%, 3 percent in. 

Senator Pasrorr. I do not care if you put 50 percent. in. 

Representative Teacur. I am not sure we are right on that. 

Senator Hitz, If I may say this, I am afraid that your committee 
may have been thinking too much of States like Pennsylvania, which 
are much more advanced in the matter of vocational schools than a 
State like my State and your State. We did not have many of these 
schools. 

Representative Teacur. That is right. 

Senator Hitt, The truth is as much as we deplore the conditions 
with reference to some of these fly-by-night schools, it is only by the 
creation of new schools that these veterans were able to go to school 
and get these courses. 

Representative Teacur. On the first look, I thought that was true. 
When I went into States like Oklahoma and some other States where 
the public schools ran this vocational part of it, there was no abuse 
or complaints. 

Senator Hiri, In Alabama, the public schools ran those vocational 
educational courses. We had no trouble and no complaint whatever 
there because they were run right. 

Senator Doveias. You only have a requirement of 1 year for prior 
operation and those schools which have been started as a result of the 
GI bill which have been successful would normally be able to com- 
mand some civilian attendance. So you do not put people out of 
business unless they are not able to get a civilian clientele? 

Representative Tracur. That is right. We had a big argument 
between 3 years and 1 year. We recommend 1 year. Section G10 put 
1 year in. Two does not accomplish anything, in my opinion. The 
man that offered the amendment to make it 2 had intended to make 
itl. They got into an argument and it went to 2. 

Senator Doveias. Where is that ? 

Mr. Cosnurn. Page 18, 
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Representative Teacur. Unless you do make it 1, which is what 
it is today, you may have a situation equal to that of World War I1. 
There is no reason to make it 2 years. One year does what you want 
to do, 

The agricultural-training program for veterans in the employ of 
another person should not be continued, The new act should prohibit 
enrollment of veterans in farm training when the veteran does not 
have a farm and farmig program of sufficiet size and scope to support 
his family and provide him with full- time employment, or when by 
virtue of previous education and experience the veteran is already 
as profic ient as other successful farmers in the community. 

Senator Dovae.as. I think vou are right. 

Representative Tracur. There we found men who graduated with 
a college degree in agriculture going to school. We found a mayor 
of a town down in Tennessee that ow1ied 100 acres out in the country 
and practically every veteran was in on the program. 

Subsistence payments to farm trainees should be scaled downward 
as the training program progresses and the trainee’s farming pro 
gram and income improves. 

The law should contain specific prohibitions against Veterans’ 
Administration and State approving agency pe ‘rsonnel owning inter- 
est directly or indirectly in schools training veterans, or receiving 
gifts, gratuities, favors, money, loans, or employment from such 
schools. 

In Texas we found 56 Veterans’ Administration employees writing 
contracts and they owned an interest in the school. Up in Penn 
sylvania we found a man in the Veterans’ Administration ‘writing 
the contract. He gave the school a wonderful contract. He imme 
diately left the Veterans’ Administration and was employed by the 
school. * 

Senator Dovgias. That is like the RFC. 

Representative Tragur. Approved schools, other than public tax 
supported schools and colleges, should be prohibited from employing 
a former ae ans’ Administration or State approving emp loyee for 
a period of 1 year follow! ing the termination of such person’s e mploy 
ment with the Veterans’ Administration or a State ap proving agenc: 

Senator Hitz. Do you think the V vive long enough 4 

Representative Teague. I do not think a man will hang around 
and wait for a year after a contract. 

Senator Dovucias. A general period of disqualification is 2 years 

Representative Tracur. Maybe it should be 2 years. There was 
no firm thinking as far as 1 year was concerned. 

The law should prohibit enrollment of a veteran in any school 
which is listed as subversive by the Attorney General of the United 
States. As much as it may be unbelievable, they found a school in 
California that was run by the leading Communists in the State of 

California and it took 2 years before the ‘vy could close that school up 

Standards for approval of nonaccredited poeta in vocational and 
trade schools should be established by law to preclude approval of 
schools with poor or inadequate qualifications. Full-time training in 
colleges should be defined as 14 semester hours or its equivalent. 

Specific penalties should be established for persons who knowingly 
or willfully make false claims in connection with the veterans’ 
program, 
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The authority of the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs should 
be clearly delineated. Final authority of the Administrator should 
be limited to decisions concerning the veterans’ entitlement. Other 
matters should be subject to review by the General Accounting Office 
and the courts. 

Senator Doucias. What is the meaning of this? 

Representative Treacur. I was thinking you were one of those back 
a couple of years ago that made some strong statements about the 
Administrator having the final authority to cut off a school. 

Senator Doveras. It may be. I have forgotten. 

Mr. Roverrs. You remember Mr. Monk and Mr. Sterling that we 
had up here for 3 days ina hearing. 

Senator Dovexas. It slipped my mind. 

Mr. Meapows. The finality of the Administrator’s decision is final 
in all matters relating to payments and any other questions arising 
under his jurisdiction, There is no appeal to the decision of the 
Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs for anybody, including the courts. 

Senator Hutt. Even the General Accounting Office cannot question 
that decision. 

Mr. Meavows. Nobody can question it now. 

Senator Dovenas. What is the distinction between the veterans’ 
entitlement and other matters. 

Representative Tracur. They would go to a university and say the 
university owed them so much back pay. There would be disagree- 
ment on a regulation. Maybe they had approved and they would 
come back and say, “You owe us a million dollars.” The school could 
not go to the court on that. They had to accept it. This was quite 
a subject matter back a couple of years ago. In that report of ours we 
quoted you for one of those people. 

Senator Dovetas. It may be. 

Representative Tracur. Mr. Lindsay Warren has written a strong 
letter asking that something be put in. The Administrator has writ- 
ten that nothing be put in. I am not a lawyer, but I believe a school 
or a person who feels that they have had an injustice should have 
some way of getting to a court or some reviewing authority. We set 
up a board of appeals in the Veterans’ Administration which has 
worked fairly well. 

Senator Dovenas. Is it independent of the Administrator ? 

Representative Tracur. Yes. 

Senator Doucias. You carry it out principally under the Adminis- 
trative Procedure Act? 

Representative Tracur. They were exempt. I mean the Veterans’ 
Administration. 

Mr. Mitzer. Congress put that in Public Law 610. 

Senator Dovctas. Are they exempt now? 

Mr. Mitter. Members of the Board of Appeals are recommended by 
the Administrator. 

Senator Doueias. Then they are not independent of the Admin- 
istrator. 

Mr. Mrtter. The Veterans’ Education Appeal Board was created 
by Public Law 610. 

Senator Dovetas. T think that ought to be changed. I think all 
of these appeal boards and review boards should be independent of 
the Administrator; otherwise, they are merely rubber stamps for the 
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Administrator. That is the main basis of the Administrative Pro- 
cedures Act. 

Mr. Suucrve. An independent trial examiner holds a hearing and 
comes up with a recommendation and goes to the board and they 
just reverse it. 

Senator Dove.as. I ae that is very important. I would like to 
see that board of review really made independent, subject to the 
Administrative Procedures Ket: 

Mr. Ropcrrs. We did have a provision that it would have been 
appointed by the President. Later is was changed. 

Representative Tracue. The President appoints a board now. 

Mr. Miuirr. Under Public Law 610 the President appoints the 
board. It is independent. 

Mr. Merapows. Jurisdiction is limited to questions pertaining to 
tuition rates under these existing contracts. It has a very limited ju- 
risdiction. There are only a few things it can consider. It is not a 
general appeals board. 

Senator Dovenas. I think we ought to study that role of the board 
of appeals or review board and ¢ heck it very carefully. As I get more 
experience down here with the work of the administrative agencies 
I become more and more convinced that there should be some way of 
reviewing decisions of administrators. 

Representative Tracur. I am not a lawyer, but there should be a 
review by somebody. 

Under this old bill the Veterans’ Administration never consulted the 
Office of Education. We think that the Office of Education should 
be utilized to establish a system of educational audit of the program in 
the States. We bring the office in in regard to the approved schools in 
the District of Columbia. Our committee cut out any study in any 
foreign country under this bill. 

Mr. Mitier. Only the Philippines. 

Representative Tracue. That was cut out, too, but it got back in. 

The Office of Education is very much disturbed over that. What 
you people want to do is something else. They ought to cut out every 
foreign country, as far as going to school is concerned. The committee 
on the floor did that. 

Senator Dove.as. I notice you said each month of service gave a 
day anda half. 

Representative Tracur. That is correct. 

Senator Douctas. Under the previous system it was two and a half 
days. 

Representative Tracue. Under the previous system if a man served 
90 days, he got a year and then plus a day. That gave a man with less 
service a better break in education. This would be one and a half days, 
which would give the break to the boy who serves 24 months. 

Senator Dovenas. Each year of service carried with it a year of 
education ¢ 

Representative Teacur. What was the old one, Mr. Meadows? 

Mr. Meapows. After the first 90 days you got a 1-year bonus. From 
there on for each day you got one additional day of eligibility. 

Senator Doveras. You got a year to start with? 

Mr. Mranows. And then a day for a day. 

Senator Doveras. Then an amount of time equal to your service ? 

Mr. Meapows. A man with 91 days’ service—— 
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Senator Dove as. You served 3 years and you got 4 years? 


} Mr. Mravows. If you served 91 days, you got 15 ‘months of training. 
Representative Tracur. Nearly every boy is serving 24 months. 1 
That gives him four 9-month periods of education. 
Senator Doveras. Will the staff prepare an analysis on the two ( 


former ones, and also will the staff prepare an analysis on the appeals 
and review system now in effect / 

Representative Teague. Mr. Meadows, send over the letter from 

Mr. Warren and General Gray on that, too. 

Senator Dovetas. And how it differs from the Administrative Pro- 

cedures Act. 

Senator Pisrorr. Will you clear up a point for me? There have 
been instances where some of these young lads who have attended 
| American colleges and received a premedical education find it im- 

possible to go toa medical school here in Americ» for the simple reason 
that while they have the qualifications, there is not any room for 
them. Suppose a boy decides to go for his medical education to Cam- 
bridge, or to Bologna, or to Switzerland, or to Austria only because t 
he wants to get into school and he cannot in America. Would he be 

entitled to do that ? 
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Representative Teacur. Not under this bill. He could under the | 
bill I introduced originally. ] 
Senator Hitt. Do you not think in regard to this matter of medi- 
cine our schools are crowded and we need doctors. The schools are ] 
not producing the doctors that we need in America today. Do you 
not think that they ought to be allowed to go out ¢ \ 
Representative Tragur. Yes. ( 
Senator Pasrore. 1 think we ought to be careful about that. We 
do not want to start giving this money in order to subsidize foreign ( 
schools. There have been instances where if they didn’t do that there 
would be a shortage and you find these frustrated boys who started \ 
out on a medical career who could not complete it. Some of these 
schools are good. | 
Senator Doveras. Vienna used to be the center of the world’s medi- 
cine, and before that Paris and Scotland. 1 
Senator Hinn. Under the original bill a good many went to Canada. i 
Representative Tragur. That is right. 
Senator Hinz. I think you gentlemen will agree we have got to t 
push right ahead on this bill, which means we have got to hear Rep- ; 


resentative Teague finish. Unforunately, we had three meetings set 
to consider this bill. IT was very much embarrassed each time that 
I had to call the Congressman and tell him that the meeting had to 
be called off. We are going to have to move fast. 


Have you gentlemen any suggestion as to any particular witnesses \ 
that you would like to hear? We have not got the time to go into ‘ 
this thing too thoroughly. 

Senator Pastore. I think the Congressman has been most helpful. ( 
I do not think we ought to speed him up at all. } 

Senator Hiri. I am thinking of any other witnesses you gentle- ‘ 


men want. I want to make preparations to call them. I do not want 
to speed the Congressman. He has helped us tremendously this morn- 
ing. I want him to finish, even if we have to ask him to come back. 
Senator Ives. I think by all means the Congressman should finish l 
his statement. I think it would be helpful if he would be willing to 
sit in while we are having hearings. 
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Senator Doucias. Can you sit with our committee / 

Representative Teagur. I have worked on this thing for 2 years. I 
will sit in every day if necessary. 

Senator Doucias. Let us make him an associate member of the 
committee. 

Senator Ives. Mr. Chairman, I think it would be well to let some of 
these people who have raised questions regarding this tuition angle 
be heard. Further than that, there is the loan provision in here under 
the Veterans’ Administration loan procedure toward the end of the 
bill which I think you are having hearings on now in the House. 
Perhaps it might be well for us to consider that more nee from 
the standpoint of the hearings. I have only skimmed it, but it looks 
to me as if the Veterans’ Administrator is given authority over the 
granting of loans and setting requirements from the standpoint of 
building operations. 

Represent: itive Tracur. I tried to keep housing out of this bill. 
This is in here and was written by the Administrator and put in by 
the chairman of our committee. We had no hearings on it. 

Senator Ives. The loan business ? 

Representative Teague. That is right. I offered an amendment to 
keep it out. I did not get very far. Lam worried about this housing 
prov ision in here very much. 

Senator Hit. Senator Ives, is there anyone you would like to 
hear on this matter of tuition ? 

Senator PASTORE. ] received ac all from one of the presidents of our 
universities back home who had heard from possibly the chairman 
of this group. 

Representative Treacur. Mr. Fag 
California was the president of that. 

Senator Doveias. Since Mr. Fagg has been stirring up this uproar, 
why not invite him to come on ¢ 

Senator P ASTORE. Why don’t you vive me the chance to find out who 
his contact was! I want to say that I am not sure of that. 

Senator Ives. From the local taxpayers’ stand} sp=te it might be 
worth while to have the budget director of New Y ot State down here 
and see what angle he is interested in. 

Senator Hinu. Can we go on tomorrow? We will go ahead with 
the Congressman and we want to have Mr. McGrath here. Does the 
Veterans’ Administration want to be heard ? 

Mr. Miuier. | believe they would like to be heard on a few items. 

Mr. Cospurn. The Comptroller General wants to be heard. 

Senator Pasrore. Could we come back this afternoon ? 

Senator Ives. I think once the fireworks start on the floor, some of 
us are going to have to stick to the floor. Can we meet in the morning 
at 10 o'clock ? 

Representative Teague. Does each member of the committee have a 
copy of the hearings? I think it most interesting if the committee 
has a chance to look at the statements. Mr. Carter Davidson made a 
statement. 

Senator Ives. I know him. 

Senator Dovenas. Like all able New Yorkers, he came from IInois. 

Representative Teagur. Senator Douglas, under this bill you do not 
need the appeals board. You do need something on the Administra 
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tor’s authority, which Mr. Warren is going to have a lot to say about 
to you. That is what we were trying to cut out, the red tape. 

Senator Hix. Please proceed. 

Representative Tracur. I would like to emphasize the purpose of 
the bill as set forth in the statement of policy. The bill states as its 
purpose “to aid the veteran in attaining the educational and training 
status which he might norm: ully have aspired to and obtained had he 
not served his countr y.” A clear understanding of this state of policy 
is necessary in order to evaluate representations which will be made 
by certain private interests in connection with this bill. I wish to em- 
paeees that the bill states that we plan to aid, not totally subsidize 
the veteran. We have said we will help him attend the school he w ould 
normally have attended had he not been called to military service. 
We have not stated as our purpose the creation of schools especially 
for veterans, and we have not stated as our purpose the creation of a 
program to subsidize educational institutions. We are not attempting 
to establish a F ederal- aid program for schools or colleges through the 
guise of a veterans’ program. This bill is for the purpose of aiding 
veterans and not schools. Every question and contention which is 
made to this committee should be measured by the standard “is it to the 
best interest of the veteran and the public as a whole.” The com- 
mittee should not be influenced by arguments which will be advanced 
by certain school groups motivated by their peculiar financial in- 
terests. 

I wish to discuss briefly the fundamental principle of the bill. 
Under the present act the Veterans’ Administration pays subsistence 
directly to the veteran and reimburses the school for tuition, fees and 
supplies. The present system is inequitable in many ways and is very 
costly to administer. The Veterans’ Administration must first fix the 
school’s rates for tuition, fees, and supplies and negotiate a contract 
with the school. At the peak of the World War IT program, the Vet- 
erans’ Administration had 13,000 contracts in force which were re- 
negotiated each year. 

Senator Hit. These contracts had to be separate. 

Representative Teacur. We found one school where the boys started 
to school and graduated before they arrived at a contract. It went 
on and on, back and forth for months. 

Under the present system, the school is required to keep a compli- 
cated system of records and must submit vouchers each month to the 
Veterans’ Administration. The Veterans’ Administration is faced 
with the task of auditing the schools’ vouchers before payment can be 
made. In many cases schools received no payments for periods of 6 
to 9 months because of the heavy load placed on the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration. 

After a school’s contract has expired, it is necessary for the Vet- 
erans’ Administration and the General Accounting Office to audit the 
school’s accounts. In many ways, the system embodies the evils of 
cost-plus contracts and lends itself to exploitation by unscrupulous 
schools which are willing to falsify their records and misrepresent 
their costs. It has been unduly burdensome to public schools which 
receive little reimbursement but are required to bear a heavy admin- 
istrative load. The whole system has been a nightmare to the Veter- 
ans’ Administration. 
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An isolated number of schools will no doubt urge this committee to 
continue these procedures, since they have found their operation lu- 
crative under this system. A vast majority of the complaints re- 
ceived by the select committee are a result of the system of contracts 
which I have just described. A large part of the crime and fraud 
referred to in the report of the select committee was made possible 
by this system. It is the prime objective of this bill to eliminate these 
complicated and costly procedures and to establish adequate safe- 
guards for the veteran and the public. 

In an effort to solve the serious problems which grew out of the 
present act, we have adopted a plan which provides that a monthly 
scholarship payment will be made to each veteran from which he will 
pay the school for his own tuition, fees and supplies at rates not to 
exceed those charged nonveterans. We believe this system will cre- 
ate an incentive on the part of the veteran to spend his money wisely 
since his subsistence allowance will be that portion which remains 
after his bills are paid. The veteran may attend the school of his 
choice. No category of schools are placed at a disadvantage, since the 
choice is left to the veteran. He must evaluate the school and select 
in accordance with his personal ambitions. The rates provided are 
substantially the same as the World War II rates. Upon completion 
of a month of training a single veteran will receive $110 per month 
and a married veteran will receive $150. 

Senator Doucias. He takes the first month himself? 

Representative Treacur. Yes, sir. 

Senator Doustas. That is not true now? 

Representative Tracur. That is right. 

Senator Dovcias. So he has to make this venture himself. That 
is the change. 

Representative Tracur. This is the one place in the GI bill where 
you had three different groups under the old bill. You had a single 
veteran, a veteran with one dependent and a veteran with one or more 
dependents. In our bill you have two groups, a veteran with depend- 
ents and without dependents. General Devereux ob jected. He says 
with just a wife that wife can get out and earn money; that it is in- 
equitable. I have no personal feelings. It is another case of trying 
to cut red tape. 

Boys came to me and told me where it took 5 and 6 months to offer 
proof to the Veterans’ Administration that they had another depend- 
ent and to get the record straight. Letters went back and forth and 
checks trying to straighten out that. It is another device of trying to 
cut out bookkeeping and the red tape. 

Senator Dovenas. He has to pay for his own case now. 

Senator Hitt. One criticism has been leveled against this bill. We 
want to meet these criticisms as we go along; it is this thing that you 
talk about the old bill had three scales of payment for subsistence, a 
single veteran, a veteran with one dependent, and a veteran with more 
than one. 

The new bill is favorable to a married veteran with no children. 
He gets the maximum payment and his wife is free to work. In the 
case of a married man with children, his wife is unable to work 
because of the children. 

Representative Tracur. That is true. We decided instead of 
paying the Veterans’ Administration a lot of money to keep books 
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and get their records straightened out, we would give that money to» 
the veteran and let the veteran go ahead. I have no personal feelings 
about it. Ido not care whether it istwo or three. It gives a man with 
a Wife an advantage. 

Senator Dovaias. If his wife worked formerly, was he able to go 
forward in the second category ¢ 

Representative Tracur. ‘It had income limitations. 

Senator Doveias. Was the test of having a wife or having a de- 
pendent ¢ 

Mr. Meapows. There is no proof of dependency required. 

Senator Doveias. Marriage was automatic proof. 

Representative Tracur, No subsistence is paid for less than half- 
time training; however, the cost of the veteran’s course is paid, In 

other words, if it is less than half-time and he wants to take the train- 
ing, we will pay for the course but pay him nothing. 

We believe that this system of direct payment to the veteran has the 
following advantages : 

1. It will eliminate the necessity of rate fixing and contracts and 
greatly reduce administrative costs. 

2. It will create an interest on the part of the veteran to use his 
allowance wisely, 

3. It will place the veteran on identically the same basis as a non- 
veteran. 

t. It will allow the veteran to choose his own school and use his 
allowance in any school as he sees fit. 

5. It will create an element of self-aid or self-participation for the 
veteran. 

6. Payments will be made in arrears to the veteran thus eliminating 
the costly ove reyes nts which occurred during the World War II 
program. 

Senator Doveias. What do you mean by that? 

Representative Teague. A student would drop out of school. They 
had $200 million outstanding. 

Senator Hiti. Overpayments ¢ 

Representative Tracur. Yes. That is down to $20 million now. 
We have gotten all but $20 million back. 

Mr. Meapows. If they have not had the insurance dividend and got- 
ten most of it back through that, the money would still be out. 

Senator Hitt. You mean if they had not been able to make a counter- 
claim, take it out of the veteran’s war risk insurance, and if he had 
not had that insurance with the Veteran’s Administration, there would 
not have been any way to get that money back? 

Mr. Mrapows. Which was just good luck and not good adminis- 
tration. 

Representative Tracur. 7. The possibility of fraud and misrepre- 
sentation will be materially reduced. 

A few schools are objecting to this procedure, since they feel they 
can get more students and more money if they deal directly with the 
Government. This contention should be evaluated on the basis, 
“What is best for the veteran and the public as a whole?” 

Some schools are contending that this system will cause the veteran 
to seek schools with low-tuition rates. Certainly giving a veteran a 
scholarship of from $110 to $150 paid monthly for a maximum of 4 
years of college training will not in any way cause a veteran to avoid 
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one of the more expensive colleges if the veteran normally would have 
attended that school had he not been called to service. In fact, such a 
system will make it possible for a great many veterans who could not 
otherwise attend e xpensive schools ‘bec ause of financial reasons to now 
attend the more expensive school. 

Senator Pasrorr. Why do you say that? You say here: 

In fact, Such a system will make it possible for a great many veterans who 
could not otherwise attend expensive schools because of financial reasons to 
now attend u more expensive school. 


Senator Dovue.as. If there were no GI bill. 

Senator Pasrore. I did not follow that logic. 

Senator DouGias. We have a good advocate here. 

Representative Teague. The method of computing eligibility has 
been changed. Under the present act a veteran with 91 days’ service 

can receive 15 months of training at a cost to the Government of ap- 
proximately $2,000. In other words, a veteran with 3 months’ service 
can receive about $700 worth of training for each month of service, and 
all this on the assumption that he had a material disruption in his 
civilian life and consequently needs rehabilitation. Obviously, 3 
months can hardly be considered a serious disruption in a veteran’s 
civilian pursuit. 

This bill provides that a veteran will receive 114 days of training for 
each day of service; therefore, a veteran with a short period of service 
will receive a relatively short period of training, and the veteran with 
a long period of service will be favored ace ‘ordingly. The bill provides 
a maximum of 36 months of training, which is the equivalent of four 
9-month terms in college. Veterans with service in World War II 
and the Korean conflict can receive a maximum of 48 months of 
training, 

Senator Dovetas. That is with both? 

Representative Tracur. That is correct. 

The veteran is given 2 years during which to initiate his program 
of education or training. 

To prevent course-jumping and professional school-going, the bill 
limits the veteran to one course change. The bill continues to restrict 
avocational training. 

We had 1 year where there were over a million veterans changing, 
with some of them changing three and four times. You figure the 
bookkeeping that it took to keep up with that. We decided to give 
him one chance. If he goes to medical school and wants to change, if 
he wants to go somewhere else, he can. 

Senator Hint. Gentlemen, I think we will have to recess at this time 
until 10 o’clock tomorrow morning. 

(Whereupon, at 12:15 the committee recessed, to reconvene a 10 
a.m., Wednesday, June 11, 1952.) 
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WEDNESDAY, JUNE 11, 1952 


Untrep States SenatreE SPeciaAL SuBCOMMITTER 
VETERANS’ Epucarion AND REHABILITATION BENEFITS 
OF THE CoMMITTEE ON Lapor AND Pusiic WELFARE, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room F-42, 
the Capitol, Hon. Lister Hill (chairman of the subcommittee) pre- 
siding. 

Present : Senators Hill, Douglas, and Pastore. 

Also present: Representative Olin E. Teague, Texas, and Repre- 
sentative William L. Springer, Illinois; William H. Coburn, chief 
clerk; and Paul Menk, professional staff member. 

Senator Hirt. The subcommittee will come to order. 

We will ask Congressman Teague to continue with his testimony. 


STATEMENT OF HON. OLIN E. TEAGUE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS—Resumed 


Representative Tracur. I think, Senator, we had gotten down to 
page 13 of my prepared statement. 

Senator Hix. All right. 

Representative Teague. Private profit schools are required to oper- 
ate 2 years before being approved, and these schools are required 
to maintain 25 percent nonveterans in each course before veterans 
may be enrolled. 

These safeguards would have prevented much of the abuse among 
this class of schools had they been in effect several years ago. Un- 
doubtedly an effort will be made to influence your committee to reduce 
or remove the requirement that private profit schools maintain 25 per- 
cent nonveterans in each course before enrolling veterans. 

As I said yesterday, Senator, this 25 percent may be high. Mavbe 
it should be in the Administrator to regulate it up and down. Our 
committee had one bill that set it at 3314 percent, and it was cut 
down to 25 percent. 

Senator Pastore. Under your provision of the bill, if the school 
had any one course, however small, whether it was compulsory or selec- 
tive, if they had just one course of less than 25 percent nonveterans 
that school would be barred ? 

Representative Tracur. That is correct. No, if a veteran takes the 
course he has got to have—that is right, the school and the course. 
What you say is right. It is very restrictive, Senator. 

Senator Pastore. Yes; because it does say “each course.” 
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Representative Treagur. Each course in each school. I consider this 
one of the most important safeguards in the bill. 

Senator Hint. Let me ask you this: Do you feel this safeguard is 
too stringent? It is much more possible to put a safeguard on it now 
than it would have been, perhaps, when we first proposed the GI bill, 
because so many more of the schools have been established and have 
had the opportunity to meet these qualifications. Is that right? 

Representative Tracur. That is right. 

Of course, Senator, the main item behind the 25 pereent is as a rate- 
fixing device more than anything else. By this we hope to put Sam 
Coile and Al Monk and half the people out of business where they do 
not have to make the contracts. I think they will tell you it was im- 
possible to make the contracts with the schools under the old bill. That 
is the main thinking behind the 25 percent. 

The 25 percent nonveteran enrollment will give them a price to 
charge the veterans. 

Senator Pasrorr. I go along with the idea that there has got to be 
some form of restriction, but there ought to be some flexibility where 
you would not be barring a worth-while school. 

Representative Tracur. I consider this one of the most important 
safeguards in the bill. Certainly any reliable private school should 
be able to get a few nonveteran students. If they cannot enroll a few 
nonveteran students who are willing to pay their own tuition a serious 
question is raised as to whether the value of the course is consistent 
with the price the school is charging. 

This requirement will not hurt an honest, worth-while private 
school; yet it will eliminate many questionable fly-by-night schools. 

Your committee will undoubtedly hear a clamor from a question- 
able element of profit schools seeking to serve their interests. Again 
we must ask ourselves: What is best for the veteran and the public ¢ 

We have eliminated from the farm program the plan for veterans’ 
training in the employ of another person. Most States have not oper- 
ated this part of the program, since they have recognized its dangers. 
In those few States where it has been attempted, many serious prob- 
lems have arisen. 

And I might say here that the General Accounting Office wanted to 
cut this farm program out entirely. They felt there were so many 
abuses that it was almost impossible to operate, and this bill does 
make the farm program very restrictive also, 

We have provided that the farm trainees’ subsistence will be reduced 
each 4 months on a basis similar to apprentice and on-the-job training. 

This step was taken because we have found many farm trainees 
enrolled on submarginal farms and existing on their subsistence. 

At the end of their 3- or 4-year program they had done little or 
nothing to stabilize their farm program. 

Senator Hitt. You found abuses there ? 

Represent: itive Tracur. Many of them. 

Senator Hix. I think in Alabama this farm training program was 
beautifully handled. We were fortunate there in the personnel who 
were in charge of it. The man in charge of the vocational farm train- 
ing for the State Department of Education is quite a man. He had 
some very good assistants, and IT think they did a fine job down there. 

Representative Tracur. I do not know that we had a complaint 
from Alabama. 
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Senator Hitz. I do not imagine you did from the way they handled 
it. They did a fine job. 

Represent: itive Tracur. As soon as their subsistence checks are dis- 
continued they conse quently have been forced to move off the — 
to earn a living. The gradual reduction of subsistence provided 1 
the bill will serve as an incentive for the veteran to cbdintaiee-s a 
greater portion of his own support as his training program progresses. 

Actually, we expected to receive a lot of complaints about this re- 
duction, but we have heard none from any of the farm groups. 

In this legislation we have clearly established the responsibility of 
authority of the St: ite approving agencies, and they have improved 
standards for approving schools. 

The bill contains definite penal provisions for criminal misuse. 
Authority is granted to the General Accounting Office to review pay- 
ments under this act. 

Under the present act, decisions of the Administrator regarding 
certain payments and decisions are not subject to review by the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office, or the courts. Under the present act, the 
General Accounting Office is powerless to question payments which 
they consider erroneous. It is not expected that the review provided 
in this act for the General Accounting Office will result in the General 
Accounting Office considering each individual determination as to 
eligibility. 

It is expected that the General Accounting Office would, as agent 
of the Congress, be in a position to consider applicable administrative 
rulings and regulations at the time they are issued to the same extent 
that such rulings and regulations of other departments of the Gov- 
ernment are subject to consideration. 

We feel that the presence of a General Accounting Office review 
would serve as a restraining influe ‘nce on the certifying officers of the 
Veterans’ Administration and at the same time the certifying officer 
would have an agency to whom he could submit maters involving 
questionable payments. 

Veterans would be given an additional independent forum for the 
consideration of their complaints against the Government. 

Since the General Accounting Office reports directly to the Congress, 
it is believed that their presence with authority to review transactions 
under the new veterans’ training program, will, to some extent, give 
the Congress a ready source of information and control of the program. 

You will undoubte div hear arguments that the bill is too restrictive: 
that it provides less than the benefits received by World War Il 
veterans. 

We have had 7 years’ experience with the existing program and its 
weaknesses are now apparent tous all. I donot hold with the school 
of thought that once our Government commits itself to a gratuitous 
program of this nature, that there can be no adjustment or correction 
of apparent excesses and misuses which develop if such an adjustment 
results in a change in benefits. 

Certainly no one can argue that the scholarship which we have 
pres ided in this bill is less than generous. I urge that you examine 

arefully any cries of discrimination that may arise. 

In addition to the educational and training features of this act, 
we have extended the veterans’ home and business loan program with 
certain amendments. I am not at all sure that we have done enough 
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to protect the interest of the veteran homeowner and the public from 
unscrupulous builders and lenders; however, the amendments are good 
as far as they go. 

The select committee is looking into the matter further, and, with 
your permission, I would like to forward for your consideration 
certain additional amending language which will provide additional 
safeguards. 

Senator Hitz. We would be v ery happy to have that. 

Representative Teacur. Except for the educational provisions of 
this bill, I do not think I can say much to your committee that will 
do any good. I actually know little about the housing. I think Mr. 
King, with the Veterans’ Administration, can probably tell you a lot 
more about it, and I think I would be wasting your time in talking 
about it. 

We are holding hearings at the moment on housing, and we do want 
to send you recommendations on it. 

Senator Hriu. We shall be glad to have them. 

Representative Treacur. We thought the committee was going to do 
something on it. So far they have not gotten to any recommendation 
on it other than the recommendation on education. 

Mr. Cozurn. I would like to ask one question on something that may 
have come out in your hearings over there. Are the decisions of the 
General Accounting Office or the Comptroller General appealable to 
the courts under this bill ? 

Representative Tracur. Well, I am not a lawyer, and I went to a 
number of the Jaw member of the committee, and as I remember, Mr. 
Rogers of Texas and Mr. Evins, of Tennessee, did more work on it than 
any others. 

As I remember it, it is not appealable to the courts. Is that correct ? 

Mr. Birdsall, do you know ? 

Mr. Birpsaty. They would be up against the test in the courts as to 
whether it constitutes a gratuity. Of course, they do have a bill be- 
fore the committee on which they have had hearings which would au- 
thorize judicial review of gratuity payments, including compensa- 
tion and pension. That has not been acted on as yet. 

Representative Teacur. Of course, the Veterans’ Administration is 
very much opposed to this review, and the General Accounting Office 
is very insistent upon it. 

I think there should be some kind of review, but just how it should 
be done, I do not know. But I most certainly think there should be 
some review. 

All of us, I do not care whether it is Mr. Birdsall, or myself, or you, 
are of such nature that if somebody is going to review a little bit it 
may make us a little more careful in our decisions that we make, and 
what we decide. 

Senator Dovetas. I will say amen to that. 

Representative Tracur. And the voters review a little what we do, 
Senator. 

Senator Hm. That concludes your testimony ? 

Representative Tracur. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hm. Are there any questions? 

Senator Pasrorr. There is one little point I wanted to clear up. 
We skirted this a little bit yesterday, if you recall. This has to do 
with the use of these funds for foreign medical schools. You say that 
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originally in your bill it was so provided that this money could be 
used as it was in the first bill ? 

Representative Tracur. That is correct. 

Senator Pastore. And then it was taken out? 

Representative Tracur. In the committee. 

Senator Pastore. In the committee. Will you give me the back- 
ground of that? What inspired it? What was the fear on the part 
of the members? 

Representative Tracur. There were a number of reports that in 
foreign countries that needed American dollars they were not too 

careful about whether a boy made satisfactory progress, and they 
were enrolled in all types of schools. 

Mr. Allen of Louisiana made an amendment to strike out all for- 
eign schools and it was stricken out. 

I understand that the Philippines are back in this bill and that was 
an accident. Under the old bill we had a lot of Filipinos, but that 
would not be true in the Korean situation. 

Senator Pastore. Say this was restricted to the medical profession 
abroad. Do you think the committee would feel better about it ? 

Representative Tracur. I think they would support it. I think Mr. 
McGrath would testify that they would like to put all of the foreign 
back in. 

I personally would be very much in favor of it. 

Senator Pastore. You have the fact that we have a lack of medical 
facilities here in America and the fact that we do have a lot of 
American boys who are being trained abroad and well trained 
abroad. 

Representative Tracur. I personally would be very much in favor 
of that, Senator. I do not know about all of them. We did not get 
into this foreign thing in our investigation. We should have. 

Senator Pastore. Do you see any harm in restricting it to the 
medical education abroad? Do you think the field ought to be broader ? 

Representative Tracue. I do not, though we had no testimony on 
that. I do not know what Mr. McGrath will say to you on that. 

Senator Hii. Congressman, let me ask you about this summariza- 
tion of the last page of your statement where you say: 

Title V provides that in lieu of unemployment compensation or readjust- 
ment benefits, mustering out payments are provided— 

And then you set out what the provisions are. You have the word 
“or” where it says “in lieu of unemployment compensation or read- 
a benefits.” Under the law today does not the veteran get 
both ? 

Representative Tracur. Yes. Actually, Senator, we had quite a 
discussion on that in our committee. And, of course, you know the 
Legion was insisting on the 52-20. Maybe there should be some un- 
employment compensation, but I do not think it ought to be 52-20. Too 
many boys drew their $20 a week for 52 weeks when they could have 
been working. 

-Mr. Rankin promised that he would appoint a subcommittee to hold 
hearings on that. 

Senator Hitz. In other words, your subcommittee will go into that 
question ? 

;' Representative Teacur. The chairman said the committee would do 
that. 
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Senator Hitt. Fine. Thank you, sir. Will you stay here with us 
this morning? 

Representative Tracur. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hitt. Congressman Springer, would you come around, 
please, and sit beside Congressman Teague? We will be happy to have 
you proceed in your own way and make any statements that you see 


fit. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM L. SPRINGER, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ILLINOIS 


Representative Springer. I would rather proceed in an informal 
manner, rather than making a formal statement. 

Senator Hii. Do whatever you wish. 

Representative Sprincer. I trust that you will interrupt me at any 
time you have questions to ask. 

May I say in the first place, that the bill in my opinion as written, is 
good. I think there has been a lot of time spent on it, and much 
background. 

I think Mr. Teague and his committee did a very good job of going 
into the bac kground of the whole World War II GI bill. 

There are one or two fundamental things upon which we have not 
agreed, and I think it is very apparent from the debate that took place 
in the House on that. 

One of the fundamental problems is as to whether or not you are 
going to pay all of the tuition and the subsistence in one lump sum, or 
whether you are going to continue to pay the tuition directly to the 
school as you did under the Wor ld War II GI bill. 

Now, my statement should be divided into about three parts, and 
my arguments in favor of the direct payment of the tuition to the 
school is based upon these facts: 

I do not believe there is any question—and I do not think it would 
even be questioned by Mr. Teague; that in the committee we tried 
fairly to arrive at a figure that we thought was fair as to subsistence 
first, and then a figure that was fair as to tuition, and we came to the 
conclusion that the subsistence should be handled like this: 

I will take just one example, the unmarried GI. He was to receive 
S80 per month, or a total of $960 if he went to school for 12 months, 
and most of them do go the year-round. 

They were to receive $30 per month, or a total of $860 for tuition. 

Now, when you put it all in one lump sum, it comes to $110 per 
month. 

As I see this, you are going to have some students who are going to 
choose low-tuition schools, and I want this fundamental question 
drawn. This is not a question of private or public schools, and I 
think I can prove it to you in just a moment. 

There will be some that will go to low-tuition schools where the 
tuition will be as low as $120 a year. There may be schools you can 
go to for $120. 

You give him a total of $360 for the year. He puts $240 in his 
pocket. Anywhere, anyway you want to figure it, up or down, he 
puts $240 of the $360 tuition money in his pocket. That is his. 

We have been trying to clean up some of the abuses we had under 
the World War IT bill. I think you did a pretty fair job in doing 
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it. If you are going to allow GI now, who chooses the cheap 
tuition school to put that money in his pocket, I think you can see 
what position that is going to put us in. That is the first argument. 

In the second place, let us see what it does between the GI's. Sup- 
pose he chooses the cheap tuition school and he puts the $240 in 
his pocket. I presume that the only thing he would do is to add that 
to his subsistence. If you add $240 and $960 together, it gives you 
$1,200 that he has for subsistence. 

The boy who exhausts his share of the tuition money, whatever it 
is that is assigned to him, he has only $960 for subsistence. 

L think the fundamental point of it is that we have set up here a 
portion of this which should be for tuition only and a portion for 
subsiste ‘nce only. We are all owing this one boy who Cc hoose Sa cheap 
tuition school to make a profit by the fact that he chooses the cheap 
tuition school. That is in fact what he has done. 

Now, that is the first point, really, divided into two items, the ques- 
tion of discrimination between GIs, and the question of whether or 
not you have any profit in one over the other. 

The second point I wanted to make is that we have talked about 
cutting out red tape. Let us just examine this, gentlemen, and see 
how much red tape you are cutting out. Under the old bill you paid 
the tuition directly tothe school. The ‘Vv gol it and that is all there was. 
They certified it and got the payment from the Federal Government. 

Actually, under this bill, you are paying him a lump sum each 
month and you are getting a certification before he can receive it. 
a it is for the school. But that is Just part of the red tape. You are 

ust beginning with the red t: ipe there. 

Let us go on with this a little further. When a GI comes out of the 
service I presume he is the same as I was. I had a little money in my 
pocket when I] got rhi\ disc harge pay and ni adjustment and every- 
thing. I had enough money in my pocket that if I had been a man 
who wanted to go to college, I could have started to college the next 
day. I would _ had enough money to pay the tuition in advance. 

[I come from a university town, and Mr. Teague does, too. I know 
what we went i Pace in those t or 5 years trying to get the money 
from the Veterans’ A¢ Iministr: atl ion dow Nn there so those boys could 
get going in the fall. 

He does not have any money after the first semester to put down 
fortuition. Let ustake the University of Chicago. I think your tui 
tion there, Senator Douglas, is about $250 a quarter ; is that not about 
right ? 

Senator Dovanas. I believe about S200. 

Representative Springer. That is S800 a year. I would say that 
there are very few GI’s who can raise out of their own pocket $200 
every 90 days to put down.. He has got to put that money down and 
he does not get that back, except by collecting S30 a month over a 
p eriod of 4 or 5 months. 

That is the only way he can get this money back. Let us see what 
that does to the red t: ipe for the schools. This does not involve the 
Veterans’ Administration too much. I think they are going to find 
this certification is going to give them just as much or more red tape 
than you had before. Let us see what it does to the school. : 

I will wager that this bill will not be in effect one s¢mester until you 
find the universities of this land in the credit installment business by 
taking tuition by the month. 
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Now, you can visualize the red tape that is going to be involved if 
you get into that kind of a situation, and I think that is what all of the 
private schools are going to be brought to. 

And I will say this: That there will be such a clamor at the Uni- 
versity of Illinois that you will have tuition being paid by the month. 
Are you going to go into the bookkeeping business where your red tape 
is tremendous, far more than you had under the old bill? That is 
the second argument. 

Senator Douvexias. That is the creation of private red tape and not 
public red tape. 

Representative Sprincer. I will say that your public red tape is 
going to be about the same and your private red tape is going to be 
greatly increased. 

Let us go to the third point, and there seems to have been a lot of 
argument about this, and I want to clarify if I can, my position on this. 

I do not think from your own personal consideration that it is im- 
portant, but I think it has been built up here to a point where I think 
that something should be said on the other side. This is the question 
of: Where does the preponderance or the greater weight of the educa- 
tional opinion in this country lie? 

I have heard all kinds of statements made over on the floor of the 
House, and I have offered to produce mine, and I have never yet seen 
any concrete grass roots evidence to support the peansen that you have 
in this present bill, and that is how many schools, what schools are in 
favor of the proposition as it is now written in the bill, and what 
schools are in favor of the plan which I have outlined to you concerning 
direct payments. 

Now, back last summer—and this was, I believe, while the committee 
was meeting, or maybe it was just a little while after that—a poll was 
taken by the National Council on Education, and I want to read this 
to you, so that I can give you an idea of how simple this was, and how 
easily it is to be understood. ‘This is the GI bill questionnaire: 

This questionnaire is designed to determine opinion concerning the extension 
of educational benefits to military personnel discharged with no service-connected 
disability. Military personnel with service-connected disabilities incurred in 
combat zones or zones of great hazard are already provided for through an 


extension of Public Law 16. 
I 


If legislation is to be enacted providing educational benefits to honorably 
discharged veterans who have served on active duty since June 27, 1950, would 
you prefer— 


This is (a)— 


on essentially the same basis as in the educational program provided by the 
present GI bill; i. e., payment of tuition and fees and the cost of books, supplies, 
and equipment to the institution and a monthly subsistence allowance to the 
veteran. 


” and there were 374 


There were 229 public schools who said “yes, 
private schools who said “yes” to that. 

Senator Hitt. How many said “no”? 

Representative Sprincer. How many said “no”? Well, I will get 
to that in just a minute, because that comes out. 

Senator Hit. Go ahead. 
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Representative Sprrincer. Under item (b) : 

For tuition and fees to the institution and a monthly subsistence allowance 
to the veterans, such allowance to include an allotment for books, supplies, and 
equipment— 

Which is virtually the same as that, a total of 87 public schools and 
133 private schools said “yes.” 

Now, under (c), and I am contending that (a), (b), and (c) are 
virtually the same: 

For tuition and fees only to the institution— 

Thirty-four public schools said “yes,” and 70 private schools said 
“ves,” out of a total of 112 there, or 967 schools who were in favor 
primarily of it as I have outlined it to you here, the direct payment 
of tuition to the schools. 

Now, under (b): 

A flat-rate monthly payment directly to the veteran which he will apply on the 
total cost of his education. If so, how much per month? 

There were 27 public schools, and 12 private schools who favored 
that plan, or a total of 39 schools who favored the plan as outlined in 
the bill. 

Now, that is a total of 967, or that would be about 1,025 schools out 
of the possible 4-year schools in this country of approximately 1,200 
that were polled, and from which they received answers. 

That is the story. 

Let me say this—and I am not going to get into any argument with 
the American Council on Education—but the chairman of their legis- 
lative group came down and testified before the Teague committee, 
substantially in reverse from the way this was outlined. 

In other words, they did not reflect the sentiment that was given 
in this poll. 

Senator Doveras. When was this poll taken? 

Representative Sprincer. This poll was taken in August 1951 in 
order to try to get ready for this GI bill which we knew we were 
going to run into. After they got themselves involved in that they 
have been ever since tr ying to get off the hook, so they sent out a ques- 
tionnaire again. This is it. I hope that you will read this care- 
fully. 

1 am not going to say anything further except I think it is stacked 
very much against the question of direct payment to schools. That 
is my honest opinion about it from reading it; that it is stacked. 

I have a letter here from Arthur S. Adams of May 29, 1952, in which 
he admits, in spite of the fact that I contend this is a stacked ques- 
tionnaire, even with that questionnaire, “Fifty-eight percent indicated 
that in their judgment benefits to veterans should be on esse nti: lly 
the same basis as educational benefits provided by Public Law 346. » 

Now, I want to call attention to the fact, if I may, that there were 
only 321 returns out of a total of 1,009. 

Senator Douvenas. Up to June 6, 1952, there were 339 for (a); 52 
for (b), which would make a combined total of 391, and 244 for (c). 

Representative Sprrncer. I think that is correct. I would con- 
cede that that is correct. 

Let me say this: That the emergency committee for the amendment 
of the Korean GI bill is made up of, in my opinion, 10 very good 
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schools in this country; that is, the presidents of those schools, which 
included schools like Southern C alifornia, Willamette University, 
and Ripon, Syracuse University. There were 10 in all. 

And I may say from Mr. Teague’s State, Texas Christian was a 
member of that, among the 10. And they took a poll, and I have a 
list here which I am perfectly willing to insert in the record, although 
I do not think it is necessary, but I will submit it if you want it. 

A poll was taken in the last 10 days of over 425 institutions in this 
country, representing a total of 43 States, the District of Columbia, 
and Puerto Rico, who favored the amendment which I sponsored in 
the House which 1s suostantially as T have outlined it here to you today. 

Now, I think that the preponderance of educational opinion in this 
country is definitely for the direct payment. That is my opinion, 

There is one further point I would like to make, and that is this: 
This is not quite on the point I have been bringing out, but we are pay- 
ing $31 a month to schools under this bill where no tuition payment 
would be required if he was not a GI. Let us just take the city of 
New York where you have CCNY and Hunter College, which are 
both tax-supported, and there is no tuition at all. Under this bill 
they would be entitled to collect from the GI 331 a month, or a total 
of S370 a year, approximately ; aa if he was not a GI or any 


other citizen, he could go to CCNY or Hunter College free. 
I do not think that is a fair sbinideliiats in my a aeree, 
Senator DovGias. Suppose they charge S50 a yea Then they 


would not be able to collect any. It has to be abs aan ly free, abso- 
lutely gratis before they can get the $370? 

Representative Sprincer. That is as I understand it; yes, sir. 

In dean words, if it was a State school, such as the University of 
Michigan, or the University of Southern California, if they charged 
$70 a semester they could not collect the $31 a month. 

Now I will be very happy to answer any questions that you have. 
Fundamentally, you have my position. 

Senator Hiui. Let me ask you this: Would you increase the amount 
any here? You have figured out an allowance of about $80 for sub- 
sistence, and $30 a month for tuition, which gives you $360; is that 
right ¢ 

Kepresentative Sprincer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hini. Under the present dill, that is, the old bill, I believe 
the tuition was about $500. 

Representative Sprincer. $500 even; yes, sir. 

Senator Hitt. Do you advocate increasing this tuition money ? 

Representative Sprincer. I do not. There was a great deal of de- 
bate, and let me say, Senator, that your opinion might be just as good 
as ours was. We finally had to resolve it at some figure, and we came 
to about this conclusion: If a boy wants to go to a private school it 
was our feeling that it was not our duty to advance him, we will say, 
$800 if he wanted to go to the University of Chicago or $750 if he 
wanted to go to Princeton. 

It was our feeling that a normal school—and we have 19 small col- 
leges in the State of Ilinois—would have a tuition for a year running 
somewhere between $400 and 8500, Our feeling was that $360 was 
a pretty good advance upon that, but it was not our duty to clear up 
the tuition for every private school in this country. 
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I think the committee tried to be fair about that end of the thing, 
but we did not feel that we should go as high as $500. 

Senator Hitt. Then, insofar as any additional cost is concerned, 
under your proposal, that cost would be confined to whatever addi- 
tional costs the Veterans’ Administration would have in administer- 
ing the payments to the schools. 

Representative Springer. If [understand your question right, your 
conclusion is that under the plan as I have outlined it, the administra- 
tive costs would be increased to the Veterans’ Administration. 

Senator Hint, My question presumed that. Perhaps that pre- 
sumption is wrong, What is your opinion ‘ 

Representative SPRINGER. My opinion is that it will be less under 
this, because you are only going to make one payment. You are going 
to make one payment to the university. Under this plan here you are 
going to get a certification, and you are back at that certifying level 
which I think we ought to try to get away from, if we can. You are 
back at the certifying level that he is in attendance. You have got 
to make the monthly certifications. 

Senator Dovueias. Who will certify ? 

Representative Springer. The school must certify that he is in 
attendance. If you are going to make that many reports from the 
school, the Veterans’ Administration has got to make that many 
receipts. They have got to file that, they have got to do the acknowl- 
edgments on that when it comes into their office. I do not mean they 
have to tell the university, but they have got to file that receipt and 
make a note of it 

So it looks to me like you are going to have more administrative 
detail under this plan. 

Senator Doveias. You have the contract problem though. Con- 
gressman Teague says VA had contracts with roughly some 12,000 
institutions, and a big staff was required to negotiate each contract 
and handling the revising of the contracts, and so forth. That would 
be eliminated under his bill. 

R ‘presentative Sprincer. It is true you are going to get rid of that 
negotiation of contracts. That is one thing I am willing to concede. 
But I think under this certification plan you are going to take on 
even more than you had under that proposition. The fundamental 
thing to keep in mind is that I do not think anybody should be al- 
lowed to profit from what we call “tuition.” 

Look how ridiculous it would have been under the World War II 
plan? It would have been just as easy to say, “Why not give him 
S500 for his tuition, give it to him in hand.” We would never have 
thought of doing that in World War IL. 

Senator Hitt. As to a GI who went to school in Hunter College or 
the ¢ City College of New York where the tuition was free, the Govern- 
ment simply did not pay any tuition at all; is that right / 

Mr. Menx. No, they paid they paid the out-of-State tuition, 

Senator Hint. But if he was a veteran, a citizen of New York City. 
they did not pay it / 

Mr. Men. Yes, sir, they did. 

Ry pre entative TEAGUE. They called it a fair and reasonable cost: 
is that not m@ht, MIr. Coile ¢ 
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Mr. Core. It came about because of a provision of the law that 
said that any institution having a customary charge that was insuf- 
ficient or inadequate to provide a course of educational training to 
veterans, the Administrator could pay a fair and reasonable rate of 
tuition to that institution based upon the cost of teaching personnel 
and supplies for classroom instruction. 

So that it put us into the business of finding a fair and reasonable 
rate to be paid to those institutions, based upon that estimated cost 
of teaching personnel and supplies. Now, that was a rate higher than 
their custom: iry rates, and most institutions of higher learning that 
were tax-supported received that adjusted rate of tuition in heu of 
the customary rate. 

Senator Doveias. What did that tend to be? 

Senator Hitz. Did it run higher than this $31 now in the bill? 
I would imagine it did. , 

Mr. Core. It averaged about $300 for a 9-months’ term, which 
would be somewhat more than the $31. 

Senator Pasrore. This point came up when I was Governor of 
my State. I suppose every State had tremendous difficulty in main- 
taining faculty and raising salaries and meeting the cost of running 
these institutions, and it was generally felt by these land- -grant schools 
and public schools that, after all, this was a national responsibility, 
and inasmuch as some of the private schools were being helped out 
some assistance should be given to the local units, too. 7 guess that 
was the reason behind it. You can argue that both ways 

After all, these boys were serving their countr y and all the people of 
the country, and these are benefits ‘that were going to be given to them 
as Americans, not as Rhode Islanders or not as New Yorkers or what- 
have-you. They felt some kind of subsistence should be given to the 
school in order to help them in the squeeze they were already finding 
themselves in. You can argue that both ways, and I guess there is 
just as much substance one way as there is the other, depending upon 
what position you take. 

But the thing that impresses me, Mr. Springer, with your argument 
is the very, very potent argument you made with reference to the fact 
that here we are, first of all we are not r ally giving extravagantly all 
this amount of money that will take care of these boys, their subsis- 
tnece in luxury, and also give them enough to pay in full their tuition, 
which means that from month to month there is going to be a terrific 
squeeze with that boy if he does not have parents who can come to 
his help, or if he is married and has dependents. He has a very, very 
hard decision to make. 

So what is going to happen? You are gong to drive a lot of these 
boys to loan sharks, people who will advance them money so they can 
continue under this program to meet their tuition costs as they become 
due. I am afraid that that might become somewhat widespread 
unless we pay directly to the institutions. 

I am not too much afraid of the fact that in some instances boys 
will get more subsistence than other boys, for the simple reason that 
they will go to a cheaper college and will add that difference to their 
subsistence. But the fact of the matter is that all of this money is 
just enough to do all of the things we are aiming to do. It is only a 
part payment to take care of them and their families and take care 
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of the educational costs that they will have to incur in going into these 
institutions. 

And this money will come in at different times, se parated from the 
time that they will have to make their payment to the school, and I 
am afraid you are going to have some hard cases. 

Representative Sprincer. I would like to make this one point, if I 
may, in just one moment, and then I am through: I think there has 
been a great deal of misinformation on the question of where educa- 
tion in this countr y lies on the question. I have tried to clarify that 
by telling you where I think the grass roots in this country are. 

The second point I would like to make is—and this has been be- 
clouded in the House debate—on the question about Federal aid to 
education. There is not any question of Federal aid to education under 
this. It is Federal aid to the GI. There is no extra Federal aid to 
anybody—private school, public school, or anybody else. There is no 
extra payment to this man or this particular person under any plan. 
This is a Federal aid to the GI. That is all it is. How anyone can 
possibly conceive that there is Federal aid to education in the ‘fact that 
you have direct payment to the schools mystifies me because I cannot 
see that there is any evidence of it that anyone can explain to me in 
the fact that you pay it directly to the schools, 

It certainly never was raised under the World War II GI bill where 
you paid directly that it was Federal aid to education. It is Federal 
aid to the GI under any plan that you adopt. 

Senator Pasrone. What do you think of this argument : That pay- 
ing it directly to the students gives them that fe eling of independence 
and places them in the same category os any other ‘boy going to that 
institution? Do you think there would be any embarrassment there? 

Representative Sprincer. I never heard of that in the World War II 
program. I live in a university town, I live in a public-school town, 
where one of the biggest universities of the country is located. ‘That 
is in Champaign, Ill., which has the University of Illinois. They 
have not been particularly in favor of any plan. They have not been 
against it. It is a turn of the hand as far as they are concerned. 

The statement which they made in the paper ‘the other night was 
that possibly they did not particul: arly favor the Springer amendment, 
but they were not opposed toit. T hey felt m: aybe some private schools 
were interested in it and they were not interested in getting in an 
educational argument with other universities. 

In other words, as I see it, the State universities have got all they 
can handle. We certainly have all we can handle. We opened up 
a branch at the Navy pier and had 4,500 students in it at on time, and 
we had another branch in Galesburg that had 2,700 students. That 
is a total of 8,000 students we took care of in two separate institutions 
which we have now disbanded. 

Under this GI bill we are going to have all the people we can take 
care of in Texas A. and M., the University of Texas, and every other 
school, as far as that goes. 

Senator Hin. Are ther »any further questions, gentlemen ? 

Senator Pasrorr. No. 

Senator Doveras. I have no questions. 

Senator Hitt. Congressman, we certainly want to thank you for 
coming over here and giving us this helpful information. We would 
be happy to have you stay here with us this morning. 
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Representative Sprincer. I will be happy to stay. 
Senator Hitt, Mr. Springer, do you have a copy of your amend- 
ment ? . 
Representative Sprincer. Yes, sir; I do. 
Senator Hiix. I think it would be well to insert that in the record 
at this point following your testimony. 
Representative Sprrncer. I shall be happy to give it to you. 
(The amendment referred to is as follows:) 


PROPOSED SPRINGER AMENDMENT TO H. R. 7656, VETERANS’ READJUSTMENT ASSIST- 
ANCE BiILi or 1952, ALso KNown As THE KorEAN VETERANS’ GI BILL 


Page 13. line 22, after the word “allowance” add the following: “and tuition 
allowance.” 

Page 14, line 3, strike out the following: “tuition, fees,”’, and after the word { 
“equipment”, strike the period, insert a comma, and add the following: “and 
to the educational or training institution on behalf of such eligible veteran a | 
tuition allowance which shall cover the expenses of his tuition and fees.” 

Page 14, line 25, after the word “allowance” insert the following: “or tuition 
allowance”, 

Page 15, line 1, after the word “veteran” insert the following: “or to an 
educational institution on behalf of an eligible veteran”. 

Page 15, after line 15, add a new paragraph as follows: 

“(2) from the eligible veteran a voucher (which shall be in such form and 
contain such information as the Administrator shall prescribe) issued to him 
by the educational institution covering tuition and fees for a course of educa- | 
tion pursued in accordance with the provisions of this Act; and”. ' 
Page 15, line 16, strike the figure “(2)” and insert in lieu thereof the figure 
ete)”. 

Page 15, after line 24, insert the following new paragraph : 

“(d) No tuition allowance shall be paid to an education or training institu- 
tion 

“(1) in an amount in excess of the amount of tuition and fees charged to 
regular non veteran students in the same category, 

“(2) where the total amount paid by the veteran and the Administrator 
exceeds that charged to other students in similar category within the institution 
for the successful pursuit and completion of the course, 

“(3) furnishing education by correspondence or to any business or other 
establishments furnishing apprentice, on farm, or on the job training. 

“(4) where the enrollment in any course in a non profit school consists of 
fewer than one-third of the students enrolled paying their own tuition until the 
Administrator shall have determined a fair and reasonable rate to be paid for 
such course by the Administrator and the veteran, subject to the provisions 
of Section 2832 (a) hereof.” 

Page 15, line 25, after the word “allowances” insert the following “and tuition 
allowances”, 

Page 16, line 2, after the word “certifications” insert the following: “and 
vouchers”. c 

Page 16, line 4, after the word “allowances” add the following: “and tuition 
allowances”. 

Page 16, line 5, after the word “allowances” insert the words: “and tuition 
allowance”. 

Page 16, line 12, strike the figure “$110” and insert in lieu thereof the figure 
“en0"’. 

Page 16, line 14, strike the figure “$150” and insert in lieu thereof the figure 
“$120”. 

Page 16, line 14, after the word “dependents” strike the period, insert a comma, 
and add the following: “plus a tuition allowance not to exceed $40 per month.” : 

Page 16, line 17, strike the figure “SSO” and insert in lieu thereof the figure 
“S60”, 

Page 16, line 18, strike the figure “$110” and insert in lieu thereof the figure 
“S00”. 

Page 16. line 19, after the word “dependents” strike the period, insert a comma, 
and add the following: “plus a tuition allowance not to exceed $30 per month.” 
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Page 16, line 21, strike the figure “$50” and insert in lieu thereof the figure 
“$40”. 

Pace 16, line 23, strike the figure “$70” and insert in lieu thereof the figure 
“$60”. 

Page 16, line 24, after the word “dependents” strike the period, insert a comma, 
and add the following: “plus a tuition allowance not to exceed $20 per month.” 

Page 20, line 15, after the word “allowance” insert the following: “or have a 
tuition allowance paid in his behalf”. 

Senator Hini. Dr. McGrath, you are next. Suppose you pull this 
chair right in here. 

Representative Teague. Would you let me take a half minute before 
he starts ¢ 

Senator Hitn. Surely. 

Representative Tragur. In July of 1951 we met with this commit- 
tee of the American Council and offered to them this plan of direct 
payment, this council of 15 members that I pointed out to you yester- 
day, to represent the American Council of Education, as far as the 
relationship between the Federal Government and higher education 
is concerned. 

These are the minutes of that meeting in its executive session: 


The implications of the two plans were discussed at some length. 


That is, the plan of a direct payment or the plan of the old bill. At 
this time, of course, in July 1951, no bill had been introduced except 
the one you looked at last year, and the old GI bill: 


Comments by individual members of the committee indicated considerable 
interest in the plan to make payments directly to the veteran because it would 
tend toward greater simplicity of administration. It was pointed out that a 
veterans’ education program of the type proposed by the Teague committee might 
provide valuable experience should a general Federal scholarship plan be 
eventually adopted. An informal showing of hands indicated a substantial 
majority in favor of the Teague committee proposals. 

This attitude of the committee, as expressed in this informal expression of 
opinion, is quite in contrast to the opinions expressed by the membership of the 
council on the questionnaire on the GI bill. In response to a question as to 
the responsibility of the committee to the membership on this matter, President 
Adams stated that the staff was under obligations to report the results of the 
questionnaire to the membership. He suggested that, in view of the fact that 
the presentation of the Teague committee plan had apparently modified the 
thinking of some members of the committee on relations on GI educational 
benefits, a letter be prepared to go along with the report to call the Teague 
committee plan to the attention of administrators of colleges and universities. 
Once bills are introduced the council staff will prepare careful comparisons of the 
proposals. 


Now, when you get over to the questionnaire, don’t ever forget— 
and Mr. Springer knows this is true—that on this first question, con- 
cerning the 627, that concerns the old bill where colleges got between 
$500 and $600 for tuition, books and supplies. ate is what that 
vote up there is. This vote was before any bill or any controversy 
between this direct payment was ever thought of or proposed or any- 
thing else. 

Mr. Springer, do you not have a letter from Dr. Adams dated 
June 2? 

R presentat ive Sprincer. Of this year! 

Representative Tracur. Yes. 

Representative Sprincer. Yes, I do. I think that is the one I read. 

Representative Teacur. You had the one of May 29. 

Representative Sprincer. I guess I do not have that one. 





64 VETERANS READJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1952 


Representative Treacur. Actually this questionnaire was before this 
thing was ever put into legislative form or ever went out. There are 
some quite different statistics later on when you forget that you are 
going to pay this $500 or $600 to colleges, and I woul like permission 
to send those over to the committee from Dr. Adams. 

Senator Hitt. We would be glad to have that, and we will put that 
in the record at this point. 

(The information referred to was not furnished to the reporter.) 

Representative Sprincer. Could I interrupt there ? 

Representative Tracur. Surely. 

Representative Sprincer. As I read that, that never entered my 
mind, as you interpret it, and I do not believe that is the intention 
of it. You may interpret it that way, but I will be glad to have the 
committee read it, and I will be willing to abide by your decision as 
to what item (a) under No. II means in the words: 

On essentially the same basis as in the educational program provided by the 
present GI bill, i. e., payment of tuition and fees and the cost of books, supplies, 
and equipment to the institution and a monthly subsistence allowance to the 
veteran. 

I leave that to the committee as to whether that infers you are 
going to have the same payment. 

Representative TrAcur. I think when I send you Dr. Adams’ letter 
that will show you what he had in mind when he sent it out. 

Dr. Snavely here in Washington represents the Association of 
Colleges. Is that it, Mr. Springer ? 

Representative Springer. The American Association of Colleges 
and Universities. 

Representative Tracvr. That is the group that feels that because 
this vote was not presented before the committee that they were not 
treated quite fairly by the American Council on Education. But 

they themselves will not take a position on this. I called them and 
asked them and they say they are not going to take any position on it. 
Whatever they want to do they can do. 

Senator DoveLas. You converted the top men, but you did not do 
so well down at the bottom. 

Representative Tracur. Senator, I called the president of T. C. U. 
after he had gotten this thing and he said he did not understand it. 
I called Dr. White, the president of Baylor, and he did not under- 
stand it. I called the president of S. M. U., and he said he did not 
understand it. It is kind of a round robin affair that actually I wish 
had never gotten started, because I feel like the letter that Dr. Fag 
sent out was most unfair. I will send you a copy of that. This is 
what he said: 

He said that this bill will send a third of your students to private 
colleges. Dr. Case, up at Colgate, said that that is not true at all. 
Dr. Carter Davidson, from Union College in New York, came down 
and testified. He is from a private college, and he said it is not true. 
That is the letter than caused them to write Members of Congress 
and say that. 

I talked to Mr. Springer yesterday about his amendment, and I 
suggested that he take that to the Legislative Counsel and work it over. 

Representative Sprincer. That has been gone over by the Legis- 
lative Bureau. 

Senator Hiri, That is the way you have it there. 
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Representative TrEAGuE. May I see that, please? 

Representative Sprincer. Yes. 

Senator Hix. Do you provide under that amendment $360 for 
the whole year ? 

Representative Sprincer. It would be $30 a month, which you could 
lump into $360. The maximum under any circumstances would not 
be more than that to any university. 

Senator Hinz. The ceiling or maximum will be $30 a month for 
the 12-month period ¢ 

Representative Sprincer. Yes. 

Senator Pastore. On that point, Mr. Springer, you say that under 
the old bill it was $500 maximum ? 

Representative SrRinGer. Yes. 

Senator Pastorr. We have all got to concede that from then until 
now the cost of every institution has gone up. They have had to make 
adjustments of salaries and faculty, the books cost more, and the 
maintenance costs more. I do not have to say that here. Because of 
that fact, the fact of the matter is that most of these institutions since 
then have increased their tuition. 

Representative Sprincer. Yes. 

Senator Pastore. We have actually gone in the reverse direction. 
We have cut down the tuition benefit rather than built it up commen- 
surate with the rise in cost of maintaining these institutions. Isn’t 
that the biggest argument, that you are driving these boys to the 
cheaper schools ¢ 

Representative Sprincer. There would be something in that, and we 
thought about that, too, and considered it. But actually, I thought 
that the private schools were most fair, because they did not come in 
here and say, “Give us the $500 back,” even in spite of all this that has 
happened, and you can take your large universities, such as Yale, 
which, I suppose, is the largest endowment university in the country, 
unless it be Chicago, they went in the red last year. 

Senator Pasrore. Just the same, they will have to charge $500, if 
the tuition is $500 and these boys will have to make up the $140. 

Representative Sprincer. That is right. 

Senator Pasrore. The point I make here is that the subsistence is 
already low, and we are worried about these boys getting an educa- 
tion, and we are throwing out a 15-foot rope to a fellow who is drown- 
ing 25 feet offshore. T hat may be the difference is making the decision 
to go back to school and not be able to go back. 

I think this: We cannot give each university the amount of money 
that it requires in the education fee that it c harges. For instance, the 
University of Chicago, as you said, charges $800 a year. 

Representative Sprincer. Roughly, yes. 

Senator Pastore. Maybe you ce ould not do that, but it strikes me that 
you ought to reach a reasonable figure that would insure to the bulk 
of these boys a reasonable opportunity to go to a school of their 
choice. That to me is very important. 

Representative Trkacur. Of course, Senator, that was not in our 
minds. Our thought was that a thousand dollars a year is a good 
scholarship for any boy if he is single; $1,200 if he is married. That 
is all there was to it. This is a se holarship where any boy can go to 
school if he wants to. You probably worked your way through school. 





66 VETERANS READJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1952 


If you had had $1,200 it would have made it a lot easier. That was 
the thinking behind this thing. 

It was not a question of the tuition going up or down or a price here 
or a price there. This is a scholarship program giving this boy this 
amount of money, and he goes where he wants to go. ‘We arrived at 
a figure by getting an average on tuition, but actus lly tuition was not 
considered at all. It was a schol: arship thing where you give him this 
money and he goes to the school he wants to go to. 

Senator Pastore. Why break this down into tuition and subsistence ? 
Is that not alot of smoke in people’s eyes ? 

Representative Tracur. I will tell you, I did not break it down. 
That smoke was started by other people, it was not started by my group. 

Representative Sprincer. I think Mr. Teague will admit that this 
thing was gone into very much in detail. We broke down actually 
the question of tuition and arrived at it, and now, since the bill has 
come out of the committee, is the first time I have heard about this 
scholarship thing. In the meetings I attended the word “scholarship” 
was never mentioned. 

The question that was mentioned as far as I was concerned was the 
question of subsistence and the question of tuition, Now, gentlemen, 
however you make it up, whether it is a scholarship or not, you have 
arrived at this by allowing so much for tuition and so much for sub- 
sistence. The question is: Are you going to allow some of these fellows 
to make a profit on the question of what is tuition ? 

Representative Tracur. I have to point out that you only attended 
two meetings. 

Representative Sprincer. I will tell you this, that I read all of that. 

Representative Tracvr. Do you know that in the hearings you 
agreed to this direct payment ? 

Representative Sprincer. I certainly did when you brough up that 
amendment. You brought up the amendment and you worked against 
it. Youare the fellow who brough up this very amendment I have and 
worked against the amendment. 

Representative Tracvr. In the committee hearings my good friend 
said to Mr. McGrath, “I agree with that direct payment,’ on page 362. 

Senator Hixx. Let me ask this question: I suppose you gentlemen 
are In agreement as to the over-all cost of the bill? Mr. Teague, what 
would you say? 

Representative Tracur. We have a figure. Mr. Birdsall, do you 
have that figure? Is it $200,000,000 for the first year? 

Mr. Brrpsaty. $300,000,000 and it levels off to S$700,000,000. 

Mo Corer. It levels off to something over $800,000.000 a year after 
you get to the plateau. 

Senator Hiti. How long will it take to reach that plateau ? 

Mr. Corte. 'Two years. 

Senator Hitz. From $300,000,000 it steps up to $800,000,000% 

Mr. Corr. Three-hundred-and-twe nty-some-million dollars the 
first vear. 

Mr. Copurn. I have the exact figures. 

Senator Hiii. Will you put them in the record ? 

Mr. Conurn. The first year’s cost of the education title is estimated 
at $324.790,000, with an ultimate leveling off in approximate annual 
cost of $833,760,000, based on the assumption that the present size of 
the Armed Forces will remain fairly constant. 
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Representative Teague. Under this bill, on Senator Pastore’s point 
a while ago about cutting down the amount, the amount of money per 
veteran in money actually paid will be a third less. 

Senator Hit. Will you state that again, please ¢ 

Representative Teague. I say, before, under the old bill, you took 
a veteran and he went to school where he paid $500 for books and sup- 
plies in addition to the subsistence he got. Under this bill the actual 
money paid out in behalf of the veteran will be a third less in actual 

cash, 

We think also, according to the testimony of your college business 
officers, including a representative, Mr. Lunden of the U niversity of 
Minnesota, will be two-thirds less. .The actual money going to the 
veteran we admit is less. It was written that way, Senator. 

Senator Pasrorr. I know that. No one is hiding that. The fact of 
the matter is: 1am asking you why is it less? 

Senator Douctas. Is it in order to give an incentive to the ex-GI to 
contribute something to his own support 

Representative Tracue. We are trying to help the boy help himself. 
Too many of them went for the money ‘and nothing else. They have 
got to add something of their own into this thing if they want to go. 

Senator Hinz. Are there any further questions, gentlemen? Is 
there anything else you want to say at this time? 

Representative Tracur. No. 

Senator Doveras. How is the comparative scale on subsistence pay- 
ments? I notice that you have two categories instead of three. How 
does category one, the single GI compare with the previous scale ¢ 

Representative Teagur. It is about a third less. 

Senator Doveras. You have cut about a third both on subsistence 
and tuition ? 

Representative Teague. No, we cut down nothing on subsistence, 
Senator. On books and supplies where you went up to $600 before, 
and this out-of-State tuition thing, that is not in this thing atall. He 
gets $31, which is on over-all thing, which is an average in the tuition 
in this country. Actually, it is less than that. 

We knew if we cut down that subsistence every veterans’ organiza- 
tion in the country would jump down our throats. We did not want 
them to, if we could keep from it. None of them did. The Legion 
said, “We recommend the extension of the GI bill.” Every other 
veterans’ organization in the country supported this bill 100 percent. 

One other reason it is cut down a lot, Senator, is it goes from 48 
months to 36 months. That is a big part of your amount. Instead of 
getting 48 months he only gets 36, which cuts down a lot on the amount 
the boy gets. 

Senator Hii. If there is nothing further, then, we will hear from 

rv. McGrath next. You may proceed in your own way, Doctor. 


STATEMENT OF DR. EARL JAMES McGRATH, COMMISSIONER, OFFICE 
OF EDUCATION, FEDERAL SECURITY AGENCY 


Dr. McGratu. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. I would like to make two or 
three general remarks at the outset, the import of which will be clearer 
as I go ahead with my presentation. 

In the first place, I would like to say, Senator Hill, that I have spent 
my whole professional life with the exception of 3 years when I was at 
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the University of Iowa, in private institutions of higher education 
both as superintendent and faculty member and administrative officer, 
later. 

I would like tg say, too, that I know the financial difficulties in which 
some of these private institutions now find themselves. For 5 or 6 
years I made the budget at the University of Buffalo, a private institu- 
tion, completely privately supported, and J know, therefore, at first 
hand some of the difficulties which private institutions are encoun- 
tering. 

Lastly, I would like to say, that I believe thoroughly in the dual 
system of higher education in this country, under which we have pri- 
vate schools not controlled by a public body, and we have public 
schools like the State universities under the control of the public 
generally. I think everything should be done to preserve that system. 
I think if the private schools were to disappear we would have a com- 
pletely different type of higher education in this country, and I think 
it would be dangerous if they disappeared. 

I would like to sum up then by saying that all of my emotional 
commitment is to the private institutions of higher education. 

Now, with respect to the Teague bill, Mr. C hairman, and your own, 
which I understand is virtually like the Teague bill—— 

Senator Hm. May I say that it is the Teague bill. We had it here 
before the Teague bill passed the House, but it is the Teague bill. 

Dr. McGratn. I would like to say, Mr. Chairman, that I am quite 
familiar with the provisions of the Teague bill with respect to the 
educational provisions of that bill, and that I think it is good legisla- 
tion. I believe, too, Mr. Chairman, that the vast majority of admin- 
istrative officers in colleges and universities, even in the private insti- 
tutions, consider the Teague bill good legislation. 

May I refer to the fact, Mr. C “hairman, that the following educa- 
tional associations, which include all kinds of education in this country, 
have testified in favor of the matter that is most at issue here, the lump- 
sum direct payment of stipends to individual veterans. 

The National Education Association has 800,000 members, cutting 
across the board in education. The American Council on Education 
represents practically all of the higher institutions of higher educa- 
tion, public and private in the U nited States, and associations of those 
institutions. The Association of Land-Grant Colleges and Univer- 
sities, the American Vocational Association, the Department of Higher 
Education of the National Education Association, the United States 
Office of Education, and, importantly, I think, the National Associa- 
tion of State Approval Agencies that have been concerned with previ- 
ous legislation all favor this matter. 

I think, Mr. Chairman, that this legislation will help private schools 
rather than damage them, and, furthermore, I think it is so written as 
to interfere as little as possible with the internal operation of these 
institutions, which, in my opinion, is a very important point. 

I am informed, Mr. Teague, that there will Ee an accumulation of 
600,000 veterans in the course of this next academic year who could, if 
they wish, take advantage of the educational aspects of this legislation. 

Senator Hitz. I might ask you a question there. You may not recall 
the exact figures, but in round numbers, approximately how many 
students are now in our schools and institutions? In other words, 
what impact is this 600,000 going to have? 
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Dr. McGratu. I think it is roughly two million, or a little higher 
than the peak of the veterans’ period. Of course, I am not suggest- 
ing that these 600,000 veterans would be eligible for higher educa- 
tion, or that all of those eligible would take ‘it. Iam merely point- 
ing to this vast reservoir of men from which these institutions can 
draw. 

There are some educators who oppose the lump-sum direct pay- 
ment and some of them, like Chancelor William Tolley of Syracuse 
and Chancelor Jacobs at the University of Denver are my very close 
personal friends. I know how they feel about this matter. They feel 
that the legislation as now drawn will deprive the relatively high 
cost private institutions of students who will attend, let us say, a State 
university at a lower fee or a municipal college at a lower fee. 

The Fagg letter states that about one-third of the student and vet- 
erans in private institutions would be diverted into public institu- 
tions and quotes. the United States Office of Education as having sup- 
plied the figures on the basis of which the statement was made. I do 
not know where those figures came from, but I want to say categori- 

cally that we have searched all through the office and we have no 
figures that would support such a statement. 

And it is my personal judgment, I want to say here, too, Mr. Chair- 
man, that nobody can give you an exact answer to this question. 
There is no way to answer the question of what this legislation will 
do to the private institutions in terms of diverting 10 percent or 40 
percent or 60 percent. About the best you can hope for here is a 
sound professional judgment growing out of years of experience in 
these institutions. 

I believe quite sincerely, Mr. Chairman, that this legislation will 
have very little effect on the enrollments in private or public in- 
stitutions, for reasons which I will attempt to bring out in a few mo- 
ments. 

Now, may I sketch out very quickly the reasons why I favor these 
two bills involving the lump-sum direct payment. In the first 
place—and here I speak from practical experience, as a dean operat- 
ing under the provisions of Public Law 346 for a number of years—L 
would like to say that I consider that program administratively, need- 
lessly complicated, involving much red tape, and, though I could not 
give a figure, the expenditure of Federal money that would not have 
to be expended under the simplified plan involved in the bills we are 
considering. 

There was an endless amount of looking into accounting procedures, 
auditing, atendance records, and so on, “which would be completely 
eliminated by the direct payment to the veteran. Let me give you 
one example ‘of a regulation that was issued while I was dean at the 
University of Lowa “which was never put into effect because it was 
obviously so cumbersome that it could not be done. 

There were about 5,000 veterans in that institution at the time, 
and we were asked by the Veterans’ Administration to keep a daily at- 
tendance record in every class on every veteran and report on it. 
This would be, with an average class attendance of three classes, 15,000 
records a day. We thought it would take about 30 or 40 secretaries 
to keep this record in proper shape, and it would involve the faculty 
spending endless hours in turning in those records. 
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That did not go into effect, but I offer it as an example of the type 
of thing that would be eliminated by this kind of legislation where the 
veteran. pays his money directly to the treasurer of the institution and 
forgets that he is a veteran. 

Senator Hinz. Let me ask you this: Maybe the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration can give us some testimony along this line. Could you give 
us further testimony as to the type of regulation that would be 
affected, not only one that did not go into effect, but other things 
here ? 

Dr. McGratu. Of course, the business side of the institution was 
not in my jurisdiction, but nevertheless when they came to figuring 
the cost of education in that institution we got into some complicated 
situations. I was going to call you Professor Douglas, Senator. I 
studied with Professor Douglas at one time, gentlemen. 

Senator Douglas will remember the job of figuring the cost on a 
unit, the cost on student instruction, which is a ‘terribly complicated 
business, and that is what they tried to do in all the institutions, 
involving all kinds of accounting and analysis of accounting processes 
which kept our people busy in Iowa, I know, for weeks ‘and weeks 
trying to get at a reasonably accurate figure. I do not think, as a 
matter of fact, you can ever get any accurate figure even with all 
that work, but that is another matter. 

Senator Dovetas. That was in State and municipal institutions. 

Dr. McGratu. Yes, sir. 

Representative Teague. One example is on the leave of students. 

Dr. McGraru. Yes. 

Representative Tracur. They had an awfully hard time working 
out a normal leave policy. In Louisiana you had holidays for one 
thing and in New York you had holidays for another, and Alabama 
had different holid: ays. 

Dr. McGraru. And what is an academic year? 

Representative Tracur. I wish you could pile on this table the cor- 
respondence I have seen concerning the normal holidays in the colleges. 
Every State is different. 

Dr. McGraru. Apropos of these regulations, Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to say that I think the most desirable type of legislation on this 
matter is the type that leaves the institution of higher education alone 
as much as possible to govern its own welfare, and also leaves the 
veteran to govern his own welfare. 

Now, I know oa must be some regulation, to be sure, so that the 
Government money is properly spent, but to the extent possible J 
would not get into the internal operations of these institutions. That 
is the old American tradition which ought to be preserved as much 
as we possibly can preserve it. 

The second point I would like to make with regard to the lump-sum 
payment is this, and I think, Congressman, this is a very important 
point in my mind: The provisions of the Teague bill do not attempt 
to provide a full cost of higher education for the veteran. They at- 
tempt to assist him to get a higher education. ‘That in my mind is also 
in the American tradition. 

Senator Doveras. What about Congressman Springer’s point that 
in the case of lower tuition institutions the bill provides more than 
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the cost of the college education, and in the case of the high tuition 
institutions less than the cost. Is that not the point that you raise / 

Representative Springer. Yes. 

Representative Tracur. Let us forget tuition, and take the cost of 
going to college. 

Representative Springer. That is what you want todo. In the past 
it was tuition and subsistence, and you will find it all through the 
record as tuition and subsistence, never as any lump-sum scholarship 
proposition as Mr. Teague has brought out. 

Representative Teagur. There is no college that you can go to for 
the amount of money provided in this bill, whether it is called tuition, 
or whether it is called fees. For example, up in the Senator’s State 
they get into fees a lot more than in my State. Nowhere can you go 
for that amount of money, whether you pay it for fees, tuition, lab 
fees, or whatever you pay it for. He still does not have enough money 
to go through college. 

Senator Pastore. His wife may have to go to work. 

Representative Tracur. I do not think it will hurt them to go to 
work or hurt him to go to work. When I was in Texas A. & M. they 
lined up to get jobs; today they cannot get students to do the jobs 
around colleges. 

Senator Pastore. During that time you did not have a wife and 
children while you were going to college while you do today. When 
you have a 4-year interruption or a 2-year interruption it is 
changed a little bit. In my day when you went to college you lived 
at home. 

Senator Hit. In the old days. 

Senator Pastore. That is right. Today they have to support one or 
twochildren. Ihave seen these little huts on college campuses. They 
do not live in grand style. In many instances they marry a very fine 
girl who is w illing to go along with them. But you have got to admit 
it is pretty tough. 

Dr. McGraru. But if you attempted to meet the full cost, Senator, 
in a place like Harvard, you would have to have $2.000 rather than 
$800 or $900. It has always been true in the United States that there 
have been great tuition differentials. ‘That has always been true, I 
believe. 

Senator Pasrorr. No, because that would carry it out of line. Tam 
not saying that at all. We must admit that since the last bill the 
costs have gone up. We have gone in the other direction. We have 
to justify that. 

Dr. McGratnu. I think that apropos of the cost of tuition rising, it 
could be shown that one reason why the tuition costs have risen has 
been Public Law 346. 

That is one figure we have in the Office of Education which has not 
been quoted very widely, but we do know that in one of these insti- 
tutions, for example, from which this letter emanates, if you studied 
the tuition cost from 1941 to 1951 you would find a very considerable 
increase in tuition. Now, that has not been entirely due to the effect 
of the veterans’ payments, because tuition fees have risen consistently 
since the Civil War in this country, both in public and private insti- 
tutions. But the rise in tuition, I think, is a serious matter, and I 
think that the direct payment will tend to accelerate this process. And 
it isa major matter of public policy here. 
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Even a man like John Hannah, the president of Michigan State 
College, in his presidential address to the land-grant colleges in 
1949, raised a question with his fellow presidents as to whether the 
land-grant colleges had not ceased to be institutions which they were 
set up to be, to ‘educate the children of laborers and farmers. And 
he pointed out that the tuition fees have been rising so fast, although 
not as greatly as the private institutions, but faster than in the private 
institutions of recent vears, and he wondered if a good many young 
people in the State of Michigan were not being denied higher educa- 
tion because these fees had now gone so high. I think he is entirely 
right about that. I think a tendency toward the continuation of 
Public Law 346 would be to accelerate that process, and, of course, 
what we have to remember here is that a great many boys and girls 
in these institutions are not veterans, but the fees go up for them 
along with all the others. They do not have the additional income 
that is provided by the veterans’ bill; consequently, in the long run, 
the effect will be to deny higher education opportunities for a great 
many of our boys and girls, and I do not think that is in the public 
interest. 

I think that it is possible that the provisions of Public Law 346 
may actually place a premium on poor administration. The institu- 
tions that manage their affairs well and keep a low fee for that rea- 
son get less than the institutions that manage their affairs poorly or 
live richly and raise their tuition fees, which the Federal Govern- 
ment must then pay under the original plan. I think the most tell- 
ing point, though, Mr. Chairman, is this: You must recognize here 
I am talking about a matter that is hotly controversial in the Con- 
gress and outside, and I speak here only as a professional man, but 
I think that the thing that keeps coming into the forefront of my 
mind is that this legislation is to educate veterans, and not to sub- 
sidize institutions of higher education. TI think it is curious, Senator 
Douglas, that the very group that is making so much fuss over this 
matter is the group that, as long as I have been in professional life, 
has been resolving that the last thing they want in those private insti- 
tutions is any Federal money. The Association of American Col- 
leges has been referred to here, Mr. Snavely’s organization, which 
has time and again referred to that fact, and, as you will remember, 
the colleges and universities were not under the Social Sec urity Sys- 
tem for that very reason. They would not accept the benefits of the 
Social Security System because that was Federal money and coming 
into a private institution. 

I think that the protection to private education is through a lump- 
sum payment by which the veteran chooses his own institution, 
whether it be expensive or inexpensive, pays his fees as other students 
do, and the Federal Government has little or nothing to do with the 
internal management of the institution. 

Now, with regard to what it will do to the enrollments, here again 
is a matter of judgment, but we all know that young people choose 
these colleges and universities for many other reasons than their tui- 
tion fees. They choose colleges because their father and mother went 
to that college or they may choose Harvard or Yale because the names 
of Harvard and Yale are known throughout the world as distinguished 
institutions. 
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My own judgment, Senator, is that the enrollment will distribute 
itself about as it would normally distribute itself. I do not believe 
that these grants to the veterans directly will change it very much. 
I would not F deny that some boys attend the relatively inexpensive local 
institutions because they get only $800 or $900, while, if they got 
$1,800 they would go away to private institutions, perhaps with more 
prestige. 

I think, however, we have to keep in mind that there are many 
young men who have some money of their own or can earn it, as many 
of us did when we went to college. We earned $500 or $600 or $700 a 
year outside of college. Some ‘parents will be able to afford $500 or 
$600. Now, I think it is just as reasonable to argue that a boy who 
has $600 in his pocket when he comes out of the service will supple- 
ment that with the veteran’s grant, and instead of going to the local 
State University will take off for a private institution somewhere else. 
No one can tell how many will do that, but I think it is just as reason- 
able to suppose that many of them will go to private institutions, 
because of this grant, as to public institutions. I think this will 
continue all the way along the line from the boy who has nothing at 
all to the boy with quite a bit of money. I think the institutions will 
all share. 

Senator Dovetas. They will share to some extent, but it is un- 
doubtedly true that the low -tuition institutions will get a larger pro- 
portion of the students who otherwise would not come, let us say, who 
do come, than the higher-cost institutions. Is that not true? 

Dr. McGraru. That is probably true. As you know, Senator, that 
has been true for along while. The public and State universities have 
been growing very r apidly. 

Senator Dovaas. Well, it would be more true under the Teague bill 
than under the proposal of Congressman Springer and the present 
GI bill. The question then comes as to how much weight we should 
give to that fact. But it seems to me that there is certainly a lot of 
truth in what Congressman Springer is contending. It does not 
necessarily mean that he is right on the over-all principle, but on that 
point, it isa fact; is that not true? 

Dr. McGratu. I think some, quite a number of boys, will go to low- 
cost institutions. I think the small liberal arts colleges will «et a 
very large number of these. 

Senator Doveias. They will get a large number, but not as large a 
proportion of the newcomers. 

Dr. McGratu. Yes. 

Senator Pastore. You are taking the position that the aitference 
between the $500 and the $360 under this present Teague bill will not 
make too much difference in the number that will go to college under 
the benefits of this new bill, and just about where they would have 
gone ¢ 

Dr. MoGratru. Yes; I think it will make some difference, vut a 
negligible difference. 

Senator Pasrore. I see. And you feel that it will be better to nave 
it under the present bill at $360 than the $500 ? 

Dr. McGratu. Yes, I do; for the reasons I have attempted to ouc- 
line. 

Senator Pastore. I wanted to get that specifically. 
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Dr. McGrarn. Yes, sir. And may I say in conclusion, Mr. Chair- 
man, that I recognize this is a debatable area, but that is my judgment 
on the matter for what it is worth. And I will say that I have talked 
with a great many college presidents about this. For example, I 
gave the commencement address at Allegheny College on Monday. 
And I talked with the president there about the whole situation. I 
think the amount of excitement around the country over this thing 
has been greatly exaggerated. I do not believe that the vast majority 
of private college presidents are terribly upset about this. I think 
there are a few like USC, Syracuse, NYU, Boston, and Denver— 
those people are genuinely excited. And I am aware of their rea- 
sons, as in two of those institutions I happen to know what the 
budget is, and I know that they get from 90 to 95 percent of their 
income from student fees. Consequently, any sharp reduction in 
student fees would place them in grave financial difficulty. But I 
do not believe <a is true for the vast majority of American private 
colleges, and Mr. Case’s letter makes that perfectly clear. 

There are a eal many presidents who share his view and would 
not urge the Congress to pass the present bill. 

Representative Sprincer. May I ask a question ? 

Senator Pasrorr. Before you do, I have just one more. 

In your general over-all argument, you made the statement that 
many of these schools are opposed to governmental management and 
interference in their management by the Government. 

Dr. McGratru. That is right. 

Senator Pastore. Specifically, do you see anything of that sort 
being imposed upon these schools by the Springer amendment, so- 
called ? 

Dr. McGrarn. T think any system—and I hope Mr. Springer will 
not mind my saying this—but I ‘think any system which brings officers 
of the Federal Government into the internal financial or educational 
management of the institution is more dangerous with regard to the 
matter of control than a system in which the Government gives the 
man his money and he goes and spends it where he wishes to. 

Senator Pasrore. You do not see the Springer amendment doing 
the first alternative you talk about. The mere fact that you make 
the payment directly to the college does not necessarily mean they 
are managing it. 

Dr. McGrarnu. Not necessarily, but let me remind you of what 
happened under Public Law 346. If we go back 3 or 4 or 5 years, 
there was a time when institutions of higher education of this ¢ ountry 
vere in revolt against the Veterans’ Administration. That is a matter 
of record. The American Council on Education can put this into the 
record, if it is desired. They were violently opposed to some of the 
orders and regulations issued by the Veterans’ Administration. 

I do not want to be unkind to the Veterans’ Administration; they 
have their problems, too. But that is one of the points. To manage 
a thing of the kind they were given to manage makes for difficulties. 
It is complicated, it is cumbersome, and it is time-consuming and has 
red tape in it. I do not think there is any other way to do it. If you 
are going to spend Federal money inside of institutions, you have got 
to be sure that it is spent for the right purpose. If you give it to the 
boy he ean spend it as he wishes, where he wishes. 
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Representative Tragur. Senator Pastore, I would like to make one 
suggestion: Does the Senate have a legislative council where you 
can ask them to analyze that amendment for you ¢ 

Senator Pasrore. I am not speaking about the technical aspects 
of the amendment; all I am asking is the philosophy behind this, 
whether it should be paid directly to the student or to the school. 
My mind is open. 

Representative Trkacgur. My point is: Whether you did or did not 
adopt this amendment, it certainly should be checked. What Mr. 
Springer tells me and what the legislative council tells me is a lot 
different. 

Representative Springer. This has been checked by the Legislative 
Reference Bureau in the last 24 hours. 

Dr. McGraru. Another piece of evidence on this matter is related 
to the scholarship bill which we have been developing in the office for 
the past 2 years. In talking with the presidents of colleges and uni 
versities we find that though the aad institutions are in trouble 
financially, they are, by and large, opposed to any Federal grant sys- 
tem which would give money directly to Allegheny College or Mari- 
etta College or the University of C hicago. They are almost 100 percent 
opposed to that sort of thing. A great many of them, however, have 
reached a point where they would be very hap py to see a Federal 
scholarship program launched in which the Federal Government 
would pay through the State on a proportional basis money which 
would be used by young men and women in those States to attend 
any institution they want to within the State or outside of the State. 

Now, there is a very strong sentiment for that kind of program, for 
the reason that if the Federal money went through a State agency 
directly to the student, and he used it wherever he wanted to, that 
would prevent Federal Government from intruding itself into the poll- 
cles or the practices within the institution. And I think that is a 
pertinent point here, because there is the same issue involved. 

Senator Pasrore. Please do not misunderstand me on this question, 
because I want to ask it as kindly as I can. Has this program of 
tuition that you are initiating in your department any effect upon 
what you have expressed in choosing the Teague bill as against the 
Springer amendment? It is a delicate question to be asking you, but 
I think it is important at this point. 

Dr. McGraru. That is all right. 

Senator Pasrore. Because your opinion carries a_ tremendous 
amount of weight, and we want to know if there is any background in 
this opinion, 

Dr. McGratn. Tam happy to have that question asked. I am more 
interested in the scholarship bill than I can express here, because 
I think there are a great many boys and girls who are going without 
higher education who deserve it and who could profit from it to the 
benefit of the United States. But there is no connection between my 
thinking on that bill and this bill, except that the philosophy on 
which that bill was drawn is the same philosophy on which this bill 
is drawn. I did not have anything to do with the drawing of the 
Teague bill, obviously, but I endorse the philosophy of the Teague 
bill because it happens to be the philosophy that went into the writing 
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of the scholarship. Senator, there is no prejudice in my mind on 
this matter because we developed this bill in the Office of Education. 

Senator Pasrore. I am not saying there is. 

Dr. McGratu. No. 

Representative Teacur. The American Council admitted that af- 
fected their thinking. They have that scholarship thing in their 
minds. That is in the minutes of this meeting. 

Senator ora You said that yesterday, I believe. 

Senator Hutz. I do not want to bring in any other issues here, but 
of course one thought behind this se hol: arship thing, I am sure in the 
minds of some people, i is that anything like a direct grant would run 
right into the teeth of the first amendment insofar as any religious, 
denominational or sectarian school is concerned; whereas, if it is just 
providing a scholarship and giving the money to the boy, you very 
likely would avoid any conflict or any question under that amendment. 

Dr. McGraru. Yes, sir. 

Senator Pasrore. Is that plan pretty well developed, doctor? 

Dr. McGraru. Yes, sir. 

Senator Pastore. I would like to get a copy of it. 

Dr. McGraru. I would be happy to give it to you. 

Senator Pastore. I agree with you, I think we ought to have a sys- 
tem of helping these boys that really have not the means. 

Dr. McGraru. That would be needed even if this bill passed, be- 
cause of the thousands of youngsters who are not veterans. 

Senator Hix. All right, doctor, do you have anything further? 

Dr. McGrarn. No, sir. 

Senator Hiii. Are there any questions? 

Senatore Pastore. No. 

Senator Hitt. Do you gentlemen have any questions, Mr. Teague ? 

Representative Springer. There was one comment I would like to 
make, and that is that the schools over the country are not nearly as 
concerned as the opinion has been given. Actually there are 425 schools 
who have signified that they support this amendment—and not 
meekly, but strongly. I would say that 425 out of the survey would 
not. be an opinion to be disregarded as to where the educators in this 
country stand, in my opinion, 

Dr. McGrarn. I would not deny that, Congressman, but I have 
talked with President Adams of the Council on Education last week 
when the House voted on this bill about the implications of their 
questionnaire, and he admitted to me that some wrong inferences have 
been drawn from that questionnaire. He also said that he thought 
the vast majority of American colleges 2nd universities favored the 
Teague bill in its present form. I do not want to speak for him, he 
can speak for himself. 

Representative Sprincer. Did he say that? 

Dr. McGrarn. Yes, si 

Representative een r. His survey which I introduced in the 
record shows that 58 percent favor this Springer amendment. 

Dr. McGratru. We have analyzed that survey in the office, and other 
people have looked at it, and I think that, as is often true of a ques- 
tionnaire, the language permits of more than one interpretation. 

Representative Springer. There is no use to submit the question- 
naire. The questionnaire is of no use whatsoever if that is the situa- 
tion. You have got to rely upon the words that are in there and what 
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it says. In my opinion, I do not think there is any question of the fact 
and from my correspondence with Dr. Adams, that he is against this. 
He has done everything he can to influence educational opinion against 
it. 

Dr. McGrarn. Against your amendment. 

Representative Sprincer. Without any question. I wish I had the 
letter he wrote to me the other day with reference to it. There is no 
question that his emotions and everything were against it. But I have 
gone to the grass roots to get the opinion, and that is why I have come 
here to submit that. I think that is an educational opinion. I have 
asked and asked and asked on the floor of the House to have sub- 
mitted to me the names of the colleges that support this bill, and I 
have yet not been able to get any name of any of them that do. 

Dr. McGraru. I do not want to be misunderstood, Congressman, 
[ will admit that there are a good number of institutions which are 
strongly in favor of your amendment. I am not denying that. I 
am merely saying that the vast majority of institutions would favor 
the passage of the Te: ague bill, and the Hill bill. 

Senator Hinz. It is the Teague bill. I want to make that clear, 
that that is the Teague bill. 

Representative Teague. Let me make it clear that the Veterans’ 
Administration, the General Accounting Office, the Bureau of the 

Budget, all worked on this. In fact, the only office we did not get a 
lot of work out of that we should have was Dr. MeGrath’s office and, 
doctor, I apologize for that, because we though of every other group 
in this country but we did not go to you. Every other educational 
vroup of people in this country had a hand in it. 

Mr. Corte. I do not think you should apologize. A representative 
of the Office of Education was present at all of the staff meetings. 

Dr. McGrarn. We had more to do with this than you think, Con- 
gressman. 

Senator Hitn. Are there any further questions / 

Senator Pasrore. Just one more. With reference to the foreign 
studies, Dr. MeGrath, have you any figures at all on how many of our 
ee an boys, through the assistance they have received under the 

. 1. Bill of Rights have received medical or dental education abroad / 

“Dr. McGrarn. No, but Iam sure we can dig that up for you. 

Senator Pasrorr. You say that the Teague bill, as presently drawn, 
you are in favor of? 

Dr. McGrarn. Iam. I am in this respect: I would like to see this 
legislation passed, and quickly. I think the private institutions would 
like to see that it is passed before September because it will mean a 
great deal to their financial situation if the legislation is put into 
effect in the next academic year. 

Senator Dovenas. Congressman Springer is not opposed to the 
bill as I understand the situation. 

Representative Sprincer. No; [ am merely opposed to the suspen- 
sion of the rule in the House where the steamroller rode over the top 
of me. 

Mr. McGrarn. I would not want to debate that point at all. I 
merely say the private institutions ought to be anxious to get this 
legislation through. ‘There are a couple of things in the bill that I 
would have preferred to have seen different, but I have not introduced 
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them because the bill is so good that I would not want to cast any 
reflection on it. 

Representative Teague. What are those 4 

Senator Hu. Yes; state what they are. 

Dr. McGrarn. I would have favored a three-step stipend instead 
of two, one for the single veteran, one for the married veteran with- 
out children, and one for the one with children. I think that is a 
little bit better ariangement. I think, too, that I would not have had 
that clause in there about the foreign instiutions, because quite aside 
from the medical and dental situation, where it is true a good many 
of our boys go up to Canada, for example, to get an education in 
these fields, here we are in an enormous foreign program, the Ful 
bright program for example, that hundreds and hundreds of persons 
are involved in. While we are trying to send Americans abroad to 
study in instiutions of higher education, this legislation prevents them 
from doing so. And it seems to me that is inconsistent. I think it 
would be highly desirable for a good many veterans to go to England, 
to France, to Italy, to the South American countries, to study, and 
there are some kind of studies, of course, that you cannot get in this 
country. For example, Redfield in Chicago has worked in Mexico for 
years on Mayan and other civilizations. If you want to study Mayan 
culture you have got to go to Mexico, you cannot study it in Chicago. 

I think it would be highly desirable to amend the bill in that re- 
spect, if it could be done “without jeopardy to the bill as a whole. I 
would not want to have anything done that would jeopardize the 
legislation. 

Senator Hitt. You spoke about three things and you have men- 
tioned two of them, Doctor. 

Dr. McGraru. I think the $31 payment to public institutions is 
somewhat inconsistent with my own position that you should not favor 
private institutions which you are doing there, reversing it and favor- 
ing public institutions, and I would have felt better if the thing were 
free completely of any recognition of private or public. 

Senator Hm. Are there any other suggestions you would like to 
make, Doctor? 

Dr. McGrarn. No. 

Senator Hitz. You have been most helpful and we certainly appre- 
ciate it. That was a very fine presentation. 

Dr. McGraru. I am glad to have had a chance to come before this 
committee. If we can help them we shall be glad to do so. 

Senator Hiri. Thank you, Doctor. We certainly appreciate your 
very fine testimony. 

Mr. Birdsall, are you going to speak for the Veterans’ Administra 
tion ? 
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STATEMENTS OF GUY H. BIRDSALL, ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR 
FOR LEGISLATION; SAM H. COILE, ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR 
FOR VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION AND EDUCATION; A. H. 
MONK, EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT, VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION 
AND EDUCATION; T. B. KING, DIRECTOR, LOAN GUARANTY SERV- 
ICE; J. M. DERVAN, ATTORNEY ADVISER, LOAN GUARANTY 
SERVICE; T. F. DALEY, DIRECTOR, LEGISLATIVE SERVICE; A. T. 
BRONAUGH, LEGISLATIVE ATTORNEY; AND R. P. BLAND, OFFICE 
OF LEGISLATION, VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Birpsaty. We delivered our detailed report on the bill. I have 
the copies here. 

Senator Hiri. Very well; let us have the copies, please. 

Mr. Brrpsatu. The report readily divides itself into two headings, 
first on education and training and the other on the guaranty of loans. 
I feel that probably in the interest of time and in helping the commit- 
tee to hit the high lights on this matter it would be well for title II to 
be handled by the Assistant Administrator for Vocational Rehabilita- 
tion and Education, Mr. Coile, and the loan-guaranty problems by 
Mr. King. Mr. Coile can start on title IT. 

Senator Hitt. You mean the educational training? 

Mr. Brirpsauu. The educational training. 

Senator Hi. Proceed in your own way, Mr. Coile. 

Mr. Coite. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The first thing I should 
say to the committee is that I consider that the committee of the 
House has done a fine job in revising the legislation that will remove 
a lot of difficulties that we have had under Public Law 346. In saying 
that, I am perfectly aware of the fact that there will be difficulties in 
the administration of this bill. They will develop as we go along 
with the administration. It is not perfect legislation any more than 
any other legislation, but it has removed many of the areas with 
which we have had trouble from year to year. 

If I may divert for just a moment, I would like to make one or two 
statements because of some remarks that were made by Dr. McGrath, 
concerning our relationships with institutions. I do not for a moment 
contend that the Veterans’ Administration has not had some difficult 
problems in connection with our relationships with institutions. By 
and large they have been handled satisfactorily through negotiations. 

He made specific reference to the matter of attendance records in 
institutions of higher learning. While this bill does not require at- 
tendance records, it does provide that the veteran will receive pay- 
ment only while he is enrolled in and pursuing a course in an institu- 
tion of higher learning or any other institution, and that the payment 
will be made monthly in arrears after certification has been made 
as to such attendance. 

Now, there will be the necessity for the Veterans’ Administration, 
in discharging its responsibilities, to prudently administer the expen- 
diture of huge sums of Federal money, to inspect and examine the 
records that are maintained by the institutions, in support of their 
certification to the Veterans’ Administration. The bill contemplates 
that the Veterans’ Administration will assume that responsibility, and 
there will be undoubtedly occasions when we will question certain of 
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the certifications and the records that an institution of higher learn- 
ing may have given to us in respect to individuals. 

‘Dr. McGrath also made reference to the difficulty in connection with 
the cost negotiations at his former institution. That, I am sure, rep- 
resents a true statement, hat we had difficulty But I should like to 
point out that in his institution we were asked to pay and did pay 
some $4,000,000 of tuition over and above what was being charged 
in nonveteran schools. Therefore, we had the necessity of the ques- 
tion of what would be a fair rate to the Government as well as a fair 
rate representing the cost of instruction to that institution. That can- 
not be done without the compilation of considerable cost data and 
cannot be done without some questions arising as to the propriety of 
certain costs. 

I am not sure that I know to what he has reference when he men- 
tioned a revolt of the colleges against the Veterans’ Administration. 
I rather suspect that it had to do with an attempt that we made to 
reduce the matter of frequent changes of course among veterans. 

Senator Hiit. You had a good deal of difficulty with that, did you 
not, Mr. Coile? 

Mr. Corte. We have had a good deal of difficulty with that, Mr. 
Chairman, and yet we have been pretty severely criticized because 
we did not do enough about that. The veterans were allowed to 
change courses, and waste their entitlement and expend needlessly 
Federal funds. Institutions of higher learning have not relished the 
idea that the Veterans’ Administration have any interest in whether 
a veteran changes his course or not, whereas the law did place upon 
the Administrator the responsibility of determining whether a vet- 
eran should be allowed to change his course. 

Perhaps we were too drastic. We knew of a very decided need for 
a tightening up, and perhaps we were too drastic. But the amend- 
ments to the law that have been enacted since that time in the present 
bill rather support the position that was taken by the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration. Certainly this bill is more restrictive than our actions 
were supposed to be at that time in restricting the changing of courses. 
At the same time, we also attempted to regulate the indiaceinhityate 
interruption of courses and returning to courses at later dates. 

There was a pretty decided reaction against those regulations, as 
all of us in the room here will doubtless remember. That must have 
been the revolt referred to. I know of no other revolt. 

Mr. Chairman, I should like to, if I may, instead of discussing the 
bill from beginning to end, make reference to a few of the provisions 
that I think should be called to the committee’s attention. 

Senator Hirz. All right, sir. 

Mr. Come. First I refer to section 214 of the bill on page 7 of the 
committee print, subparagraph (a) (8). 

Senator Hit. What ca ge is that? 

Mr. Corre. Page 7 of the committee print of S. 3199. 

Senator Hit. We have H. R. 7656 as reported by the House, we 
do not have it as passed by the House. What section are you refer- 
ring to? 

Mr. Corr. Section 214 (a) (3). 

Senator Hm. Congressman Teague says it would be page 53, gen- 
tlemen, in the bill we have before us, line 7, under the heading, “Dura- 
tion of Veteran’s Education or Training.” Is that it? 
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Mr. Come. Yes, sir. It has to do, Mr. Chairman, with the matter 
of training under this bill in addition to training under the voca- 
tional rehabilitation bill. 

If you have it before you, this proposes to say that training under 
this act, in combination with training under part VII or part VIII, 
which would be part VII (b) in the Vocational Rehabilitation Act, 
would not exceed more than 48 months. Now, our interpretation of 
that is this: That if the man acquires a disability in the present period 
of hostility, he will be entitled to the full amount of training that 
may be necessary to rehabilitate him, even though he has had some 
training under Public Law 346 or even under this bill, if the training 
oc curred before the disability became manifest. In other words, we 
are construing this to not be a limitation on the amount of training 
that can be given to a man on account of a service incurred disability, 
if that service incurred disability becomes manifest after he has had 
training on his part. 

Senator Hitt. Congressman Teague indicates his agreement. 

Representative Tracur. That takes him out from under this bill and 
puts him under Public Law 16. 

Mr. Corte. That is correct. 

In section 223 (a) on page 56 of the House bill, which governs a 
veterans’ right to change his program of educational training, although 
subparagraph (a) does not make reference to satisfactory conduct on 
the part of the veteran in his course, we assume that the meaning of this 
is that the man will have a right to change his course unless in his 
program he has been found to have failed or have interrupted his 
course because of his own misconduct, or his own neglect or lack of 
application. 

Representative Teague. Do you think that should be written in 
there ? 

Mr. Come. It would improve it if it were written in, and we propose 
language in our report to make that a part of the plan. 

Senator Hux. You are in accord with that, Congressman ? 

Representative Teacur. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hiix. The language of that is in your report ? 

Mr. Corte. Yes, sir; it is in our report. 

In the following section, section 224 on page 57, having to do with 
avocational and recreational courses, I am not sure that I am going 
to recommend an amendment to this, but there is just a degree of 
inconsistency in that subparagraph (a) is an outright bar against 
the pursuit of three types of courses: Bar-tending, dancing, and per- 
sonality development ; whereas, under (b) (1) an entertainment course 
and under (b) (2) a physical education course may be pursued under 
certain circumstances. 

Now, either an entertainment course or a physical education course 
may be a type of dancing. 

Representative Teacur. Senator, we had two bills in our committee, 
one was the chairman’s and one was mine. What Mr. Coile brings 
up was a suggested amendment that we had. Also, on the same thing 
you have flight training which should not be there because later in 
your bill you i take care of it in another w ay. 

Mr. Core. I do not think that will give us any difficulty of admin- 
istration, the fact that flight training is mentioned. But in those 
we do have somewhat of an inconsistency. I think the intent, perhaps, 
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was in 224 (a) to prohibit ball-room dancing courses rather than the 
other types of dancing that might. be for preparation for the stage 
as a career or in connection with physical education courses. I am 
bringing that out to show you that there will be some difficulty there. 

In section 226 on page 58 it limits enrollment in private profit and 
nonprofit institutions unless they have 25 percent nonveteran enroll- 
ment, except at those schools that are giving what is designated as 
accredited courses this prohibition would not apply. There are 
some private profit schools who give high-school courses that would 
not be required to maintain a 25-percent nonveteran enrollment. 

Senator Hix. By accredited you mean by the authority of the State 
board of education or whatever may be the State ace rediting agency / 

Mr. Come. Mr. Chairman, that term is defined later in the bill, and 
it generally refers to accredited courses that are given by colleagues 
recognized by national accrediting associations, or ‘public, ‘elementary, 
or high school. 

Senator Hit... Go ahead, Mr. Coile, please, sir. 

Mr. Comer. Furthermore, this does not limit the enrollment in 
public schools of a class or course that would consist entirely of vet- 
erans. I think the committee in-the House was aware of the latter 
part. Ido not know that the committee was aware of the fact that 
we have a few proprietary schools that give high-school courses. 

Senator Pastorr. On that point, sir, I raised the point the chances 
are there ought to be some flexibility in that section, and Mr. Teague 
agrees with it. I do not know how you would limit it, or under what 
language you would provide for it, but it strikes me that you might 
have some instances there where chances are it was only 20 percent, 
and yet I would feel that that school should not be excluded. I think 
within certain limits there ought to be some flexibility there within 
the discretion of the Administrator who could make that decision. 

Mr. Cotte. I think that the answer that was given to your question 
by Mr. Teague I would be inclined to question, wherein he stated that 
if there was in the school a course that had less than 25 percent non- 
veteran enrollment, the whole school would be subject to bar. I think 
it would be only that course. 

Representative Tracur. That is right. 

Senator ag tL. Only that particular course. 

Mr. Corre. I do not know, Senator, just what the percentage should 

» but I ocala say that a substantial percentage is a very valuable 
ee to both the veteran and to the Government. In this re- 
spect it has not only the advantage of establishing a competitive value 
for the course so that the veteran may, with assurance, pay the charges 
of tuition with a confidence that the course is worth what they are 
charging, but it also prevents the springing up of new fly-by- night 
schools. Furthermore, it provides a certain insurance to the veteran 
that the school will remain in existence until he can complete his 
course. Under our present bill, we are having the experience of many 
schools closing, and schools that have enjoyed only veteran enrollment. 
They are closing as soon as it becomes unprofitable for them to operate. 
And it makes no difference whether the veterans enrolled have com- 
pleted their courses or not. 

Senator Pastore. Do you feel that 25 percent is reasonably safe? 

Mr. Corr. I think so. Iam not prepared to say that a somewhat 
lower percentage would not be safe. I do not think it should be too 


low, however. 
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Senator Pastore. Would you leave it the way it is? 

Mr. Core. I would be inclined to leave the 25 percent. 

Senator Pasrore. I have no particular reason for raising the ques- 
tion other than the chances are that there might be some instance 
of unfairness or injustice if you did not lower the figure. 

Mr. Corre. If they have a percentage of nonveteran enrollment, 
we can enroll veterans until we get up to that 75 percent, at which 
point we would have to stop and enroll no more, so that a veteran 
would not be prohibited from enrolling in that case, but there would 
be a limit on the number they could take in. 

Senator Pasrore. You have answered my question. 

Mr. Cour. The following section, section 227 (a), we also assume 
in that section that the language means that this operation shall be 
for a 2-year period immediately prior to the date the veteran attempts 
to enroll, although the language does not specifically say that. It can 
be cured by adding the words “immediately prior to enrollment of 
such veteran. 

Representative Tracur. Do you think there is any advantage in 
having 2 years in place of one since we put one year in Public Law 
610% 

Mr. Corre. I do not think there is any decided advantage, Mr. Con- 
gressman, and I cannot understand how the 2 years would prove a 
disadvantage to very many schools. 

Representative Trkagur. You would not have a school that would 
be taking World War II veterans who would not be allowed to take 
Korean veterans / 

Mr. Core. I do not think there would be very many, because Public 
Law 610 has been enacted for more than a year, so those schools that 
qualified under Public Law 610 would qualify under this provision, 
inasmuch as it has been more than a year since that law has become 
a law. There might be just a handful of such schools that have had 
no veterans or who have been specifically designed for training of some 
particular type. 

Representative Tragur. It seemed to me you might cut out an elec- 
tronics course or something like that for a year, and for such length 
of time you would be imposing a penalty there that there is no rea- 
son for. 

Mr. Corr. You have a saving clause there in subsection (b) (2) 
that if a course is similar in character to courses given formerly by a 
school, those courses can be brought in. 

We make reference also to section 234 on page 68 to this provision 
for paying $31 to tax-supported institutions, even though they have 
no established charge. We would disagree with the Commissioner 
of Education that this is an inconsistency. We question whether it 
could be effected when the State law prohibits the charging of tuition 
to the Federal Government, saying that they can charge even those 
prohibited by the States. 

Representative Tracur. That eliminates Texas trying to take care 
of New York. I have no pride of authorship there. The committee 
adopted it. As far as I am concerned they could cut it out. 

Senator Hii. All right, sir. 

Mr. Cortr. The next comment I have to make has to do with first, 
section 241 (b) on page 69 in which the law provides that the United 
States Commissioner of Education shall act in certain capacities when 
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the State’s approving agencies do not act. I think I should preface 
my remarks by saying that this comes about not by any lack of ap- 
preciation of the valuable office that is performed by the United 
States Office of Education and its Commissioner, it comes about from 
two or three things: First, one of the difficulties that we had in the 
administration of Public Law 346 was a division of responsibility be- 
tween the Veterans’ Administration representing the Federal Govern- 
ment and the State educational agencies and institutions within States. 
That division of responsibility is still present. I think it is an essen- 
tial division of responsibility. It has been more carefully delinated 
in the present bill. I think it will remove some of those difficulties. 
But when we come to the Federal level, we now have introduced into 
this bill roles by the United States Office of Education and by the 
General Accounting Office, which somewhat tend to confuse the re- 
sponsibility within the Federal agencies, and may militate against 
prompt and efficient administration of the act. 

A second point I think can be illustrated wherein the commis- 
sioner of Education has to act as a State approving agency when a 
State fails to act. That can be illustrated by an occurrence that has 
just developed in the State of Delaware. We have just received a 
letter from the governor stating that they no longer wish to discharge 
the responsibility of inspecting and approving and the supervision 
of job training establishments and schools. But my particular ref- 
erences is to on-the-job training establishments. 

The United States Office of Education has no staff, no field staff. 

I do not know what facilities they could possibly use to inspect, ap- 
prove and supervise on-the- job training establishments. It is foreign 
to their usual responsibilities—this job training in industrial estab- 
lishments that provide that type of training. 

Without this language we would proceed immediately to either 
assume those responsibilities with our Federal staff in the State of 
Delaware, or, as we have done in some other States, to utilize the 
apprenticeship service to act for us. I believe the introduction of 
the Commissioner of Education in these roles will not necessarily 
make for a better administration. The Veterans’ Administration, if 
it is given the right, as the law does, to utilize other Federal agencies, 
could utilize the United States office of Education in a role for which 
they are most eminently qualified, and we could utilize other Federal 
and State agencies for roles which they have better qualification and 
better staffing. 

That also occurs in connection with section 242 (b). The Com- 
missioner would approve Federal agencies to provide training, and 
most of those Federal agencies providing training would be giving 
on-the-job training, such as the Navy Yard and the Government Print- 
ing Office. 

Senator Pastore. Is not that program presently under the Com- 
missioner ? 

Mr. Coirz. No, presently, the Commissioner has no role in it. 

Senator Pastore. In on-the-job training? 

Mr. Core. That is right, sir. That on-the-job training is part of 
the responsibility of the United States Department of Labor. 

Representative Tracur. Senator, the committee was rather shocked 
when Mr. McGrath came up and said that in all the years of the 
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operation of this GI bill the Administration had never consulted 
the Office of Education. As a result of that, the Veterans’ Affairs 
Jommittee asked Dr. McGrath’s office to make some recommenda- 
tions as to where they should enter into this thing. They prac- 
tically rewrote the bill. They went so far that I personally felt that 
we could not possibly go along with their recommendations. 

It finally boiled down to that this was just about as far as the 
committee felt they could go in the utilization of the Office of Edu- 
cation. 

Of course, you know, Mr. Coile, that the committee was rather 
shocked on this whole program that you people had not consulted 
with them. Maybe you should not have, I do not know. 

Mr. Cour. I do not know exactly the nature of the testimony, Mr. 
Chairman, and Mr. Teague, but I will say this: That we have fre- 
quently, on the staff lev el, consulted with the experts in the Office 
of Education in development of policies, and the fact that the Com- 
missioner himself was not in on the conferences may have caused the 
testimony that was given by Dr. McGrath. But we have utilized on 
a number of occasions the expert assistance of the staff of the United 
States Office of Education, just as we have the staffs of other Federal 
agencies. 

Representative Tracue. One other thing: The Office of Education 
had no facilities to do this. It was stated that the Office of Educa- 
tion would ask for sufficient funds to carry out the provisions asked 
for. I do not know whether it would improve the bill. We felt like 
it being an educational provision, the Office of Education should have 
a look in on what was going on. 

Mr. Corr. I think that the Veterans’ Administration welcomes the 
provision which makes the Commissioner of Education an ex officio 
member of our advisory committee. I think that is very desirable, 
and we have no objection to that. But in this instance, the amount 
of work involved in the State of Delaware would probably not oc- 
cupy one person’s full time throughout the year. It would either be 
assumed in addition to other duties by our office there, or by the ap- 
prenticeship service or some other agency that could do it at prac- 
tically no cost; whereas, as to the Office of Education, I see nothing 
they could do except send a man to Delaware and assume the re- 
sponsibility if it is to be carried out. 

We have a similar situation, as Mr. Teague posed, in respect. to 
apprenticeship training in the State of Texas. The Texas approval 
agency will assume no responsibility for apprenticeship training. 
The Commissioner of Education would not be able to help us out on 
that. That is, as far as I can tell. 

Representative Tracur. Mr. Coile, I personally have no strong 
feeling in the thing, but this was worked out in the committee as a 
whole. 

Mr. Corte. Our formal report makes mild objection, I might say, 
to having the responsibility further diffused by introducing the Office 
of Education. 1 think it becomes quite apparent when one of the 
duties of the State agency is and one of the things we will reimburse 
the State agency for is for the supervision of State educational in- 
stitutions and training establishments. In supervision of those estab- 
lishments by the Office of Education, as I understand it, with no field 
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staff whatsoever, they would be required to establish a field staff in 
order to carry that out. 

Senator Pastore. That would only apply in the case where you do 
not have a State certifying agency; is that not so? 

Mr. Comte. Yes, and in respect to Federal training programs. 

Mr. Cogurn. Concerning this section, a letter has been received 
from the Honorable John F. Shelley, a Member of Congress from 
California, dated June 5, in which he encloses a copy of a letter he 
has received from Archie J. Mooney, chief of the Department of In- 
dustrial Relations of the State of California dated June 2, 1952, in 
which he suggests a change in the language of section 241 (a) because 
of the fact that in California they have, or they will have two sepa- 
rate certifying agencies, one to do with vocational education, and the 
other to do with the schools themselves, and if you put in this language 
to designate a State department or agency as the sole certifying 
agency, they will not be utilizing the services of the California State 
Department of Industrial Relations. 

Representative TraGur. What he is trying to get you to do is put 
something in the law that he cannot talk his Governor into doing. 

Mr. Cosurn. Is that it? 

Representative TEaGur. We say it is up to the governor. In Oregon 
they have had a terrific fight between the apprenticeship and voca- 
tional training. In Texas the same people who run the apprentice- 
ship, run the vocational program. In Oregon they practically had 
a knock-down, drag-out fight. They have had a little of the same 
thing in California. He is trying to get us to write in the law some- 
thing he cannot talk his own governor into. T am not in favor of it. 

Mr. Copurn. I wanted to raise that at this time. 

Senator Hity. I am glad you did. Any other questions that you 
have, I do not want vou to hesitate to raise them. 

Very well, you may continue. 

Representative Tragur. Mr. Coile, would you look at section 254 
first and let me ask you a question 4 

Mr. Corner. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hinu. Page §1. 

Representative Teague. I refer to page 85, line 13. A number of 
home-study schools, the schools offering correspondence courses, have 
urged that we amend that paragraph to provide a specific refund 
policy for correspondence and home-study courses. What do you 
think about that ? 

Mr. Come. Well, the provision earlier in the bill is that the pay- 
ment to the veteran will be based upon the number of lessons com- 
pleted. Now, if the correspondence school requires him to pay the 
full tuition, he certainly will be holding the bag if he does not com- 
plete the course, if you allow them to hold the entire tuition. 

Representative Teacue. I do not know specifically what they have 
reference to. That note was handed to me. A number of corre- 
spondence schools had been complaining about that paragraph, that 
we did provide a refund policy for correspondence and home-study 
course. 

Mr. Core. Our practice under Public Law 346 was to pay for only 
lessons completed. When study was by correspondence our contracts 
with those schools provide that we will pay only for those lessons that 
a veteran submits to the institution’s services. 





VETERANS READJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1952 87 


Mr. Monk. If we had not done that, this correspondence thing would 
have gone wild. 

Representative TEacur. You are satisfied with it the way it is? 

Mr. Monk. I think it ought to be left the way it is. 

Senator Hiri, Are there any further questions? If not, Mr. Coile, 
you may proceed. 

Mr. Come. Next I will refer to section 261 (a) on page 88. That 
has to do with the review by the General Accounting Office. It in- 
volves a review not only, Mr. Chairman, as we understand it, of actions 
taken in individual cases, but makes all of the discretion that is vested 
in the Administrator to regulate reviewable also by the General Ac- 
counting Office. I think that it makes also all interpretations of regu- 
lations reviewable by the General Accounting Office. 

It furthermore makes any individual case subject to review by the 
General Accounting Office, and I suppose that would extend to those 

‘ases in which the final decision may have been made favorable or un- 
desea able to a veteran by the statutory Board of Veterans Appeals. 

I know this isa subject that has caused the Congress a great deal of 

concern, and I am bringing it up because it is the feeling of the Vet- 

erans’ Administration that this will impede the prompt administration 
of the act. I think we will be under the necessity to verify with the 
General Accounting Office for their agreement on actions that we may 
take in respect to drafting regulations that may implement this law 
and in interpreting such regulations. 

I think furthermore that it will make a veteran uncertain whether 
or not his case may at some future date be reviewed by the General 
Accounting Office and he will be found by the Comptroller General 
not to be entitled to those funds that he has been found entitled to by 
the Veterans’ Administration. 

Representative Springer. Will you pardon me a moment ? 

Senator Hitt. Go ahead. 

Representative Sprincer. We went into this in great detail, as I 
recall. I think the only thing we came to the conclusion on was that 
we would not allow this to be appealable to the courts, and I think 
I took a stand on that at the time. Were you there / 

Mr. Corte. No, that was in executive session. 

Representative Springer. That was discussed, that we should not 
illow this to get to the courts, because we would not have enough courts 
to take care of the jobs and do the job of the courts generally. If you 
are going to have hundreds of thousands of these veterans taking ap- 
peals to the courts we are going to be in bad shape. I think this was 
put in here as sort of a compromise on that. 

Representative Tracur. It was. 

Representative Springer. Is that not right, Mr. Teague, as I re- 
call that ¢ 

Representative Tracur. Since then we have had I do not know how 
many letters from colleges asking to be given a chance to get into 
the courts. 

Mr. Comer. As a matter of fact, I am not a lawyer and I do not 
know whether a college could get into court. 

I understand that those matters that are left to the discretion of 
the Administrator, such as the amount of adjusted tuition paid to the 
college, the law fixes the discretion in the Administrator, and it 
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would not be reviewed by the General Accounting Office and the court. 
So, in those matters where someone has to exercise a discretion in 
making a decision of fact, there needs to be, of course, a place of final- 
ity short of the courts. 

I have no fear at all but that the General Accounting Office has 
people who are just as competent as the Veterans’ Administration and 
just as honest as the Veterans’ Administration, but it does mean 
that whenever we have reached our best decision there is still an 
uncertainty as to whether that will be the decision to be applied in a 
situation. 

Representative Tracur. If you passed H. R. 7656 as it is, it would 
practically eliminate that situation anyway ; would it not ? 

Mr. Corr. I do not think so. There is no such thing as a self 
administering law. I would be glad to go over with you some of the 
things that we are faced with regularly under this law. 

Representative Tracur. I would like to go over it with you. Actu- 
ally, the point the colleges are making on fair and reasonable costs is 
where you would not allow them to run rampant, you would not al- 
low depreciation on buildings and a dozen other different things like 
that, and there were retroactive regulations that they claim they did 
not get until after they had spent some of the money—that kind of 
thing. 

Actually you have a very strong letter from General Gray and 
you can get a strong letter from Lindsay Warren. and what vou do 
is in between. This was a compromise on our part. It first read 
“the courts,” and we finally cut it down to the General Accounting 
Office. 

Senator Pastore. If I understand you correctly, Mr. Coile, you 
think you should not be subject to any review on these discretionary 
cases / 

Mr. Cormr. On these cases in which someone exercises a discre- 
tion, original judgment as to whether the case should or should not 
be paid. There has to be a finality of decision at some point. 

Senator Pastore. Do you not think that on review they would 
take that into consideration? Rather than opening the thing de novo 
they 0 say whether or not it was an arbitrary decision ? 

Mr. Core. I would say so, Mr. Senator, but the history of the legis- 
lation oo been that on gratuity payments—and whether this is a 
gratuity payment or not T will not state—it could be argued it is a 
payment and could be argued that it is a payment because a man 
pursued a course. 

Senator Pasrore. I see the administrative hardship it would pre- 
sent to you, but on the other hand, from the standpoint of good 
administration, I should think that just because it is a decision ‘that 
requires the discretion of men it ought to be subject to review. You 
speak of finality. That is just the point. I mean, when get to finality 
that is the end of it, and you have the rights of other people involved 
in these decisions that are to be made, and I think they ought to be 
reviewable. 

I do not think every single case ought to be reviewed. I think they 
ought to use some discretion themselves in what. cases they will 
consider. 

Mr. Coir. You see, the hardship that occurs appears to me to be a 
hardship on the veteran, not on us. In other words, in the review of 
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cur actions, if they find us wrong, we will correct our actions. But 
if they find that their judgment is the man should not have received 
money for a course, that he pursued a vear ago, and he has to pay that 
money back although we thought it was entirely proper for him to 
receive the money, ‘the hards hip seems to me to pass right on down 
to the veterans and not to the Veterans’ Administration. 

Representative Springer. Ordinarily, Senator, I believe that your 
Board of Veterans’ Appeals is your final authority under your gen- 
eral veterans’ legislation. Now, the question arose as to whether you 
were going to allow any appeal to go on by this level, to the Board of 
Veterans’ “Appeals and then should there be : any from there on. 

I think we came to the conclusion that on general matters the Board 
of Veterans’ Appeal would be final, but when you get to the question 
of auditing and reviewing, financial matters, that the General Ac- 
counting Office should be the final authority on that. 

I think that is good procedure myself. ‘But the whole thing was to 
eliminate the courts. We were tr ying to get the courts out. You can 
seen what a stopgap that was going to cause unless we eliminated it, 
so the General Accounting Office was substituted for the courts. 

Senator Hii. The General Accounting Office was set up for that 
purpose, and does play that role with reference to practicaily all other 
matters. 

Representative Sprincer. As to general legislation. 

Mr. Birpsaty. Might I mention the fact that with our report we 
have enclosed a copy of the Administrator’s letter to which Congress- 
man Teague referred, of April 24, 1952, which goes into consider- 
able detail as to the reasons for very strong opposition to that pro- 
vision. It is of an administrative character, and also involves the 
proposition that you have delays, and you probably, in your end 
result, would find very little difference on legal conclusions, 

After an exchange, maybe over a period of time during that period, 
certain important instructions or regulations would be withheld for 
fear we would be issuing at our own peril, and you would not have the 
service you would otherwise have rendered. We would just feel prob- 
ably it would not serve such 2 very strong purpose after all when you 
consider the type of benefit that is involved. 

Now, as to gratuities, pensions, compensation, and matters that we 
administer hundreds of thousands of cases in you have a history that 
goes all the way back into the twenties where the Congress placed into 

the World War Veterans Act a provision which would make the de- 
cisions conclusive, because of this matter of review. 

It was then strengthened in 1930, as I recall it, and then in 1933 
section 5 of that act incorporated really what was the law and prece- 
dent at the time, and that has been carried forward on the benefits 
we have administered. That would make a single exception only to 
payments under title II. This is the only provision that would estab- 
lish a precedent. 

Senator Hiru, I think maybe that letter should go in the record at 
this point. 
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(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


[No. 273] 
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, HOUSE 0F REPRESENTATIVES 


VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington 25, D. C., April 24, 1952. 
Hon. JOHN E. RANKIN, 
Chairman, Committee on Veteran’s Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D.C. 

Dear Mr. RANKIN: Because of the importance of the principles involved 
and the possible harmful effect on the accomplishment of the responsibilities of 
my office I feel impelled to write you respecting the representations which have 
been made by the Comptroller General concerning amendatory legislation which 
would subject the decisions of the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs to the 
overriding authority of the Comptroller General. I have specific reference to 
the Comptroller's letter of April 8, 1952 (Committee Print No, 268), and his letter 
of October 5, 1951 (Committee Print No. 191). I request the most serious Con- 
sideration of the committee and the Congress on this subject. 

In the letter of October 5, on H. R. 5040, Kighty-second Congress, repeating a 
prior letter to the Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare on S. 1940, 
Kighty-second Congress, the Comptroller General expressed the view that he 
would “not be so concerned if this was purely a veterans’ benefit bill, provid- 
ing for pensions or some form of direct gratuity to veterans.” Notwithstanding 
this, in the more recent letter which relates to a committee draft bill which, if 
enacted, would afford educational and other benefits to veterans of the Korean 
conflict, the Comptroller General strongly recommends that he be given author- 
ity over the payments to be made under said bill and this notwithstanding the 
fact that it relates only to gratuity payments to veterans, there having been 
eliminated any necessity for contracting with schools or the fixing of rates, a 
matter which occasioned no inconsiderable difficulty under title II of the 
Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, as amended. 

There is some lack of consistency apparent in the Comptroller General's 
various representations in this respect. In testimony before the Senate Com- 
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare, before the so-called Teague committee, 
as well as in hearings of the Subcommittee on Govermental Expenditures, 
representatives of the Office of the Comptroller General stated in effect that 
the “finality of decision” afforded by section 11, Public Law 866, Seventy-sixth 
Congress, prevents the Comptroller General from having any power over 
decisions of the Administrator in either benefit or contractual matters. Ob- 
viously, this is incorrect because the statute in question makes the Administra- 
tor’s decisions final specifically and only with respect to benefits payable to 
veterans. Even with respect to insurance matters, section 5 of the World War 
Veteran’s Act, us amended (38 U. S. C. 426) and section 608 of the National 
Service Life Insurance Act (38 U. 8S. C. SOS) provide that the decisions of the 
Administrator are final only with respect to any other Government. official, 
both statutes specifically providing that the courts shall have jurisdiction over 
any claim under such contracts of insurance. It will be seen, therefore, except 
as stated that there are not statutory provisions which in any way interfere 
with the prerogatives and duties of the Comptroller General under the Budget 
and Accounting Act of 1921, as amended, respecting the settlement of con- 
tractual matters in general. 

Notwithstanding the foregoing, there was some basis for the differences of 
view of the Comptroller General respecting the determination of rates and the 
embodiment thereof in contracts for the education and training of veterans 
under title LI of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, as amended, but 
this came about by reason of the fact that said title IT (specifically paragraphs 
3 and 5) gave the Administrator discretionary anthoritv to determine fair 
and reasonable rates under certain conditions. To implement such disere- 
tionary responsibility, the Administrator issued numerous regulations anply- 
ing to different situations and prescribing either specific rates or methods of 
determining fair and reasonable rates within the contemplation of the statute 
and the limitations thereof. The Comptroller General questioned many of these 
and in every instance where departure from these regulations was shown by 
the reports of his representatives, corrective action was taken without question. 
liowever on those matters in which the action was in accordance with the 
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determinations made by the Administrator under his discretionary power, no 
administrative action was taken and the Comptroller General reported the 
same to the Congress as is his prerogative and duty. 

The legislation making the Administrator’s decisions final with respect to 
benetit payments was enacted by the Congress specifically to overcome adverse 
action of the then Comptroller General and so as to prevent interference with, 
and delay in, the carrying out of the beneficial purposes of veterans’ legislation 
and also to prevent costly and extended litigation necessary to overcome the 
Comptroller General's adverse rulings. The only serious objection, so far as is 
known, taken by the Comptroller General with respect to this matter occurred 
a year or so ago with direct reference to the 1948 special dividend on national 
service life insurance policies and with particular reference to policies as to 
which for a period of time the Government itself had paid the premiums, i. e., 
while the insured was engaged in flight training as a cadet. In that connection, 
representatives of the Office of the Comptroller General with the final concur- 
rence of the Committee on Expenditures urged that the decision of the Ad- 
ministrator being final under section GOS of the statute, I could with impunity 
decide any way I saw fit. Aside from the fact that to decide any issue except 
strictly in accordance with law is insupportable in a government of law this 
position overlooked the fact that any decision respecting an insurance contract 
is justiciable. The Comptroller General reported this matter to the Congress 
through the Appropriations Committee and urged amendatory legislation to 
prevent the Administrator paying the dividends; but the Congress for reasons 
well stated in the debate refused to interfere. In fact it was pointed out by 
some of the most able lawyers and former judges in the Congress that the de- 
cision of the Administration was clearly in accord with law. Norwithstanding 
this the Assistant Comptroller General testified before the Subcommittee on 
Expenditures that if it were not for the provisions of section 608 of the act, the 
General Accounting Office would have disallowed the payment of all such 
dividends. 

There are, of course, as conceded by the Comptroller General, numerous other 
statutes which make final the decisions of the various administrative officials. 
A somewhat recent example is the provision added to section 42 of the Federal 
Employees’ Compensation Act by the act of July 28, 1945 (5 U. 8S. C. 793). In 
reports which have been rendered to your committee concerning numerous bills, 
specifically Hl. R. 6425, it has been pointed out that the purpose of these provi- 
sions making the administrative decisions final is to expedite the administration 
of beneficial statutes. If the recommendation of the Comptroller General is 
adopted by the Congress in the pending bill (Committee draft bill referred to 
hereinbefore), it will inevitably slow up the issuance of necessary regulations 
and will cause innumerable overpayments because of the belated decision of the 
Comptroller General vetoing or overriding the regulations and decisions of the 
Veterans’ Administration. This deterrent to fluent administration and prompt 
service would be a recurrent and continuing problem. The Comptroller’s assur- 
ance that there would be a “minimum of interference” is assuring but not deter- 
minative. The question is, of course, not one of personalities or promises, but 
one of basic principle. It is not charged or even implied that the possibilities 
inherent in such overriding power will be exploited to their utmost extent, nor 
is it implied that the Comptroller General is any less capable of construing the 
statute than is the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs. It is a fact, of course, 
that there well may be a different approach inasmuch as the Comptroller Gen- 
eral claims to be the representative of the Congress and therefore responsible 
for minimizing payments out of appropriated funds, whereas the Administrator 
who is nonetheless a representative of the Congress in carrying out the beneficial 
purposes of the veterans’ laws is rather naturally inclined to a liberal view in 
construing such statutes. What is emphatically suggested is that this proposed 
system of divided responsibility will, of necessity, militate against the successful 
and efficient administration of this new benefit program. 

Ll feel sure the committee and the Congress will realize that my concern in 
this matter does not derive from any desire to reject constructive criticism. 
Iam deeply anxious that any legislation which is enacted will provide me with 
the necessary tools and power to execute the necessary legislation in accord with 
its liberal purpose. I have been grateful that similar recommendations of the 
Comptroller General in the past have not been accepted. I firmly believe, based 
upon experiences of my predecessors, as well as occurrences during my own 
term in office, that the procedure for independent auditing and review of pay- 
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ments to veterans urged by the Comptroller General would necessarily involve 
such diffusion of responsibility and control as would materially impair the carry- 
ing out of the responsibilities of my office. Accordingly, I vigorously urge that 
there be no provision for this kind of administrative restraint in the proposed 
legislation. I will be glad, if desired, to reinforce this recommendation by oral 
testimony before the committee. 
Sincerely yours, 
Cart R. Gray, Jr., Administrator. 


Mr. Cosurn. I would like to include in the record at this point a 
letter from the Comptroller General bearing on the same problem, 
dated May 27, 1952, addressed to Senator Murray, the chairman of 
the committee. 

Senator Hitz. Very well; that will go in the record. 

( The letter referred to is as follows :) 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington 25, May 27, 1952. 
Hon. James E. Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
United States Senate, 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Recently members of my staff had occasion to dis 
cuss with Mr. William H. Coburn, of the staff of your committee, the provisions 
of the bill S. 3199, which would provide vocational readjustment and restore 
lost educational opportunities to persons having service in the Armed Forces 
on or after June 27, 1952, which is now pending before your committee. 

I have been informed that there is some thought that the provisions of sec 
tion 261 (a) of the bill, which provides that payments under title II would be 
subject to audit and review by the General Accounting Office as provided by 
the Budget and Accounting Act of 1921, as amended, and the Budget and Account 
ing Procedures Act of 1950, might be viewed as requiring a pre-audit by the 
General Accounting Office of each payment of an allowance to an entitled vet 
eran With the result that serious delays would be encountered in making pay 
ment of the allowances. It was the suggestion of Mr. Coburn that an expres 
sion of my views on this point might be helpful to the committee. 

The General Accounting Office does not now and has not for many years made 
pre-audits of individual expenditures or payments of the departments and agen- 
cies of the Government generally. In the event section 261 (a) of the bill is 
enacted into law, individual payments under the program will not be pre-audited 
by the General Accounting Office. To the contrary, the audit will be a post 
audit following principles laid down by the Budget and Accounting Procedures 
Act of 1950, The audit will be aimed to give an over-all view of the financial 
operations of the Veterans’ Administration under the program and, at the same 
time, to include careful eXaminations of individual transactions to a degree that 
will enable a determination that Government funds are being expended in com- 
pliance with all laws, regulations, and decisions applicable to such transactions. 
The audit will also recognize that the accounting and internal control procedures 
of the Veterans’ Administration are the basic points for effective control of the 
financial operations. The better the quality of the Veterans’ Administration 
accounts and internal controls, and its application of governing statutes, the 
less detailed audit by the General Accounting Office of individual transactions 
will be necessary. 

Under the bill, as drawn, the only possibility of delay in the making of allowance 
paylents to individual veterans that I can forsee would arise in a situation where 
the Administrator, or a certifying or disbursing officer, entertained doubt that a 
particular allowance or a class of allowances was properly payable under the 
legislation enacted by the Congress. In those instances, some delay might be 
encountered in the submission of the matter to the General Accounting Offic: 
for decision. However, any such instances would obviously be limited in number 
and any disadvantages that might result would be greatly outweighed by the 
benelits accruing to the Government by reason of an improved control ove! 
expenditures. 

Charges of possible delays and interference with the operation of the program 
were made by the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs in a letter dated April 24, 
1952. addressed to the chairman of the House Committee on Veterans’ Affairs 
when that committee was considering legislation identical to the bill before your 
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committee. I felt that the charges made by the Administrator were so wholly un- 
founded that I addressed a letter to the Chairman of the House Committee on 
the subject. A copy of my letter, which is dated May 12, 1952, is enclosed for the 
information of your committee. 

My letter of May 12, 1952, sets forth fully my firm convictions that the Congress 
should not relinquish its control over public expenditures by vesting in the ex- 
executive agencies final authority over expenditures, except under impelling and 
extremely emergent conditions; that a careful examination of the provisions 
of title II of the bill fails to disclose any necessity or cogent reason for exempting 
the payments to be made from the normal review and audit afforded Government 
expenditures generally ; and that the inclusion of a provision providing for audit 
and review by the General Accounting Office will allow the Congress to retain 
a real measure of control over the large expenditures that will be made. [ can- 
not help but feel that the retention of section 261 (a) of the bill will serve the 
best interest of the veterans and the taxpayers, both of whom have a tremendous 
stake in the program. 

Please be assured of my sincere desire to be of assistance to your committee 
in connection with this legislation and of my willingness to appear before your 
committee in the event any change in section 261 (a) is contemplated. 

Sincerely yours, 
Linpsay C. WARREN, 
Comptroller General of the United state: 


Mr. Copurn,. I also have a letter from the Comptroller General of 
the United States dated May 12. 1952 addressed to Hon. John Rankin, 
chairman of the House Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

Senator Hutu. Very well, that may be made a part of the record. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Vashineton, Mau 12, 165 
Hon. JoHN EF. RANKIN, 
Chairman, Committee on Veterans’ Ajfairs, 
House of Representatives. 

My Dear Mr. CHatRMAN: My attention has been called to a letter dated April 
24, 1952, addressed to you by the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs wherein the 
Administrator urges that there should be excluded from legislation proposed for 
educational assistance to veterans of the Korean conflict, certain provisions set 
out in a committee draft bill which would make payments to veterans of the 
educational allowances provided therein subject to audit and review by the 
General Accounting Office. The strong and unusual representations made by the 
Administrator may be summarized briefly as follows: 

1, That there is a lack of consistency in representations of the General Ae- 
counting Office regarding various bills presently under consideration providing 
for educational assistance to veterans. 


2. That to make the proposed payments subject to review by the General Ae- 


counting Office will slow up the issuance of necessary regulations and will e2use 
innumerable overpayments because of the belated decisions of the Comptroiler 
General vetoing or overriding the regulations and decisions of the Veterans’ 
Administration. 

3. That an independent review of such payments will result in divided re- 
sponsibility and will necessarily militate against the successful and efficient 
administration of this new benefit program. 

1, That provision for an independent audit and review would have the effect 
of minimizing payments out of appropriated funds, whereas the Administrator 
is naturally inclined to a liberal view in construing such statutes. 


1. ALLEGED INCONSISTENCIES 


The Administrator has reference to the position taken by me in reports to 
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs concerning the application to the types of 
programs of educational assistance which would be provided by the bills H. R. 
5040 and H. R. 6895 of the so-called finality statutes. These statutes provide 
that decisions of the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs relating to payments 
to veterans under acts administered by the Veterans’ Administration are final 
and conclusive and not subject to review by any other ageney or any court 
the United States. 


ol 
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When reporting on H. R. 5040, I recommended that existing legislation be 
clarified so as to make it clear that finality of determination of the Admin- 
istrator under the “finality” statutes would be expressly limited to matters of 
entitlement and award and payment of the subsistence allowance proposed by 
the bill, and that payments for tuition and other fees, books, supplies and 
equipment to institutions and suppliers, also proposed by the bill, would be sub- 
ject to review and adjustment normally afforded such payments. The Admin- 
istrator now states that “the statute in question makes the Administrator’s 
decisions final specifically and only with respect to benefits payable to vet- 
erans.” During the administration of the program provided by the Service- 
men’s Readjustment Act of 1944, however, he has made direct representations 
to me to the contrary and the record clearly establishes that, until very recently 
at least, the rule of finality of determination. by the Administrator has been 
applied to all payments made under the act. 

In my letter of April 8, 1952, concerning a proposal for inclusion in a committee 
draft of a bill drawn along the lines of H. R. 6895 of a provision for independent 
audit and review by the General Accounting Office of educational assistance 
allowance payments designed to cover tuition, books and supplies, as well as 
subsistence, to be paid directly to veterans, I strongly recommended that such 
provision be retained in the final bill. 

In my opinion there is as much difference between the programs which would 
be afforded by these two bills as there is between night and day. Under the 
one, the Government would undertake to negotiate with and pay to educational 
and training institutions the educational charges, paying to the veteran only a 
subsistence allowance during his training period, whereas, under the other, 
a single payment designed to cover the Government’s total allowance to the 
veteran for tuition, books, supplies, and other expenses, as well as subsistence, 
would be paid directly to the veteran upon a showing that he was pursuing an 
approved educational or training program. 

I have never urged, and do not now feel required to urge, that pure gratuity 
payments, some of which require administrative discretion such as pensions 
and the like, should necessarily be subjected to review, although that position 
has been advanced in some quarters and is even now under consideration by a 
subcommittee of this committee in connection with the bill, H. R. 6777. However, 
I have always advocated, most strongly, that the granting of finality of decision 
beyond congressional control should be most jealously guarded by the Congress. 
In the present matter, while it might be contended with some merit that a 
subsistence allowance, such as is involved under the bill, H. R. 5040, might be 
viewed as a pure gratuity to veterans, I can conceive of no earthly reason how it 
could be said or even suggested that the payments under H. R. 6895 could be 
viewed in that light. Rather, these payments will be in the nature of reim- 
bursements to the veterans for certain expenses incurred for educational 
purposes. 

2. DELAY AND OVERPAYMENTS 


The Administrator’s statement that to make payments under the proposed 
program subject to review by the General Accounting Office will result in delay 
in the issuance of necessary regulations and cause innumerable overpayments 
is entirely without merit. 

I would not deny that there may be instances in connection with the con- 
sideration of regulations of doubtful propriety where some delay might be 
involved. However, I can see no reason for any interference with the normal 
operations of the program. Certainly, if such review is afforded the regulations 
and decisions of the Administrator there should be no repetition of the record 
of the Administration under the existing program. As this Committee well 
knows, that program was fraught with delays, conflicting decisions, decisions 
reversing prior decisions and having retroactive effect, as well as administra- 
tive actions which required correction by the Congress. 

To contend that a review by the General Accounting Office will result in in- 
numerable overpayments borders on the ridiculous. I know of no agency of the 
Government which, in my opinion, has a record of overpayments or questionable 
administrative practices equal to that of the Veterans’ Administration. The 
record of the existing educational program will show overpayments well over 
$50 million. 

The General Accounting Office conducted an extensive survey of the veterans’ 
educational program under the 1944 GI bill of rights, and a report was sub- 
mitted to the Congress last July. The survey disclosed that questionable prac- 
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tices existed at approximately 65 percent of the institutions and establishments 
examined, resulting in excessive subsistence allowances to veterans and over- 
payments for tuition, tools, books, and supplies. The report of the House 
Select Committee To Investigate Educational Training and Loan Guaranty 
Programs under the GI bill found even more abuses, both with respect to ad- 
ministration by the Veterans’ Administration and with respect to excessive 
payments to the educational institutions. The Committee on Expenditures of 
the House of Representatives pointed up many deficiencies and questionable 
administrative determinations of the Veterans’ Administration in connection 
with the administration of the national service life insurance program. Just 
last month, I sent to the Congress a report of an investigation by the General 
Accounting Office of a series of charges relating to defects in the administration 
of personnel policies, property management, and expenditure of public funds 
in the Veterans’ Administration center located at Fort Snelling, Minn. 


INTERFERENCE WITH SUCCESSFUL AND EFFICIENT ADMINISTRATION 


The contention that a review of these payments will result in divided re- 
sponsibility and militate against successful and efficient administration of the 
program is without foundation. Rather, it should result in a much more success- 
ful and efficient operation of the program. If an independent review is afforded 
the payments, the General Accounting Office, as the agent of the Congress, 
will be in a position to consider applicable administrative rulings and regula- 
tions at the time of their promulgation to the same extent as such rulings and 
regulations of the various other departments of the Government are subject 
to consideration. This necessarily will permit determination of any question- 
able matters in the first instance, without long delays and retroactive adjustments, 
as was so often the case under the many conflicting decisions issued by the 
Administrator under the existing program. Furthermore, it will give inde- 
pendence of action to the disbursing and certifying officers of the Veterans’ 
Administration. These officers will then be privileged to submit matters involving 
doubtful propriety for an independent review prior to certification and payment. 
Also, I feel an independent review would be beneficial to veterans by affording 
them an additional forum for the consideration of their claims for amounts 
thought to be due them from the Government. 


4. INDEPENDENT REVIEW WOULD MINIMIZE PAYMENTS—ADMINISTRATIVE FINALITY 
WOULD LIBERALIZE PAYMENTS 


I have noted with great interest the statement of the Administrator in his 
letter of April 24 to the effect that the Comptroller General is responsible for 
minimizing payments out of appropriated funds, whereas the Administrator in 
earrying out the beneficial purposes of veterans’ laws is rather naturally inclined 
to take a liberal view in construing such statutes. I can think of no better argu- 
ment for not giving the Administrator final authority over payments which 
would be made under the proposed legislation than his own representations on 
this point. 

If the Administrator means that I would limit payments to those authorized 
by the legislation and not condone expenditures clearly beyond the purposes and 
intent of the Congress—as has been the situation in some cases in the past, 
apparently under the guise of his “liberal views”—he is correct. If the only crit- 
icism I ever receive is for carrying out this purpose, I will have no concern. To 
my mind there is a clear responsibility of both the Comptroller General and the 
Administrator to decide any issue in accordance with the law to insure not only 
that all benefits afforded by the legislation are granted but, also, that expenditures 
thereunder are limited to those authorized by the Congress. 

The question of finality of administrative action over payments made by our 
Government has never been more important or more in the public spotlight than 
today. We are all aware of the shocking scandals that are being uncovered. 
In practically every case that has been developed you will find a degree of finality 
of action in the department or agency involved. The Bureau of Internal Revenue 
has final authority over income-tax matters; the Department of Justice has a 
broad diseretionary authority over legal actions both for and against the United 
States. The Commodity Credit Corporation, as a Government corporation, is 
free from the usual laws governing the expenditure of public funds. The record 
speaks for itself as to what has happened in these cases. 

The time has come when Congress must squarely face the issue as to whether 
it is going to continue the granting of almost unlimited authority to the executive 
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branch of the Government. I have continually made my position clear. I have 
called the attention of the Congress to the constant attempts being made to remove 
the financial controls and checks vested in the legislative branch, leaving the ex- 
ecutive to do as it wills in its spending actions. To the extent that Congress 
enacts such legislation, it relinquishes its control over public expenditures. For 
this reason I have always urged that the Congress examine all legislation with 
the utmost scrutiny, in order that it not divest itself, except under extremely 
emergent conditions, of its inherent powers over Government expenditures. 

I urge the committee to consider carefully the question of finality over the 
payments to be made under the proposed legislation. I feel strongly that the 
purposes of the legislation do not justify the adoption of the views of the Admin- 
istrator of Veterans’ Affairs. The inclusion of a provision in the bill which 
would subject the payments to be made to the normal review and audit afforded 
Government expenditures would allow the Congress to retain a real measure of 
control over the large expenditures that will be made and cannot help but serve 
the best interests of the veterans and the taxpayers, both of whom have a tre- 
mendous stake in the program. 

Sincerely yours, 
LINDSAY C. WARREN, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


Senator Pasrore. In substance, what does the Comptroller General 
say about impeding the expeditious processing of the cases? How does 
he answer that? Where does he limit himself on this review? They 
have the same thing in all the decisions they have to make based upon 
their discretion, because they are subject to reviaw, there is going to 
be a hesitancy and reluctance to make the decisions for fear they might 
be overruled. 

Mr. Cosurx. This letter from the Comptroller General has to do 
with the delay that might arise out of preaudits of individual ex- 
penditures or payments, and he says this: 

In the event this section is enacted into law individual payments under the 
program will net be preaudited by the General Aceounting Office; to the contrary, 


the audit will be a postaudit following principles laid down by the Budget and 
Accounting Procedures Act of 1950. 


Mr. Come. I would like to read from a letter from the Comptroller 
General to the Chairman of the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, House 
of Representatives, dated May 16, 1952. 

Senator Huw. All right. 

Mr. Come. In which he states in part: 


Thus, the General Accounting Office would, as the agent of Congress, be in a 
position to consider applicable administrative rulings and regulations at the 
time of their promulgation. 

Now, this law has an effective date of payment to veterans beginning 
September 1. The next regulations defining what the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration will attempt to do in regard to specific instances where 
regulations are necessary, it will be a matter oi great urgency to get 
those out so that schools and veterans can be informed of what will 
be the policy in respect to the adminis tration of this law. 

I think it is going to be a matter of great urgency trying to get them 
out without any prereview by other activities outside of the Veterans’ 
Administration, in order to have them effective in time to permit 
orderly enrollment in the fall semester beginning in September. 

Mr. Brrosau. I might add one more thought there as to the current 
practice. Insofar as the General Accounting Office is concerned, the 
Veterans’ Administration has been in clese coordination and coopera- 
tion with that agency, and task forces have been into the operating 
end of the Veterans’ Administration. 
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Not long ago they completed one on insurance, and (hen went into 
claims, and the records are made available, and as far as our office is 
concerned, that starts the history and precedents. ‘They come up with 
certain matters if they feel strongly on regulation or interpretation, 
and that is coordinated in turn with the law office. It is only in those 
rare instances where there is definite disagreement on interpretation 
of the law, and then I believe it is proper, what they do is proper, 
and that is that it is brought to the attention of the Congress which 
was done in a couple of instances, and the end result was that, as it 
happened in those two instances, the Congress went along with the 
interpretation of our solicitor. 

Senator Hin. I believe, Mr. Coile, you suggested that you and Con- 
gressman Teague might consider this thing in more detail together. 

Mr. Come. I told him I would be glad to go over it with him on 
the matter of regulations that require decisions as to how the law 
should be implemented. 

Senator Hinz. Will you do that, please ? 

Representative Teague. I certainly will. 

Senator Hitt. And advise us of the outcome ? 

Representative Tracue. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Corre. If Fmay add one other point on this troublesome subject, 
it would be this, Mr. Chairman: That under the present provisions of 
this bill all payments go to the veterans. Institutions would have no 
claim against the Federal Government. 

Now, the largest amount of insistence upon the Comptroller Gen- 
eral’s review has arisen in respect to payments to institutions and not 
with respect to payments to veterans. In this bill, unless the amend- 
ment that has been advocated by Mr. Springer is adopted, we will 
have no relationship withe se ‘hools insofar as payments between the 
Veterans’ Administration and the school is concerned. They will all 
be payments to the veterans. 

Senator Pasrorr. Therefore, the province of this section would 
actually resolve itself down to the fact that they would have to review 
and post-audit every single case of every single veteran. Is that the 
way you understand that ¢ 

Mr. Core. I think they would do it on a sampling basis. I do not 
think they would attempt to post-audit all payments made to every 
veteran. But they would, I think, do it on a sampling basis. That 
being a post-audit would be after the veteran had received the money 
for monthly support and had expended the money for monthly support. 

Senator Hiri. I might say that the clerk has advised me that the 
Comptroller General has requested that he be heard, and of course 
we will be happy to hear him. 

Senator Pasrore. 1 want to ask another question. What discre- 
tionary power would you have that would be so dangerous to exercise 
in view of this provision that would cause this hesitancy and reluctance 
to decide these cases? I mean, fundamentally, it spells out pretty 
much what a man is entitled to. The question is here whether or not 
the program is being administered efficiently and honestly. I think 
it ought to be subject to review. It is just going to be a spot check. 
If it is going to be a question of examining every case in post-audit 
then you re: ally have an administrative problem. But there ought to 
be somebody who ought to officially have the authority, who is not 
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connected with the disbursement of this money, to go in there and 
find out if you are doing it properly and honestly. 

I think that is good administration, with full deference to the 
honesty in Ron Veterans’ Administration. Don’t misunderstand me. 

Mr. Coire. I do not raise the question of honesty. I hope I have 
not been misunderstood on that. I think I should say that we live 
constantly with the General Accounting Office. They are constantly 
auditing our affairs and the affairs of our transactions. And I think 
most of the disagreements are resolved, and that there is no great 
damage done to anyone because of those audits. 

It is not true that they are precluded from doing any auditing in the 
Veterans’ Administration. They are constantly auditing and making 
exceptions to our payments. Either we can satisfactorily explain the 
reason for the payment or we make corrections of those payments. 
But they have not heretofore concerned themselves with the payment 
that goes to the veteran, the gratuity payment that goes to a veteran, 
the finding of fact and law on which that payment is made, and the 
amount of the payment. They will question the amount of payment 
if it does not correspond with the finding of fact and law upon which 
it is predicated. 

Senator Pastore. I see what you mean. 

Representative Springer. Senator, may I make a statement of just 
a sentence or two at this point ? 

Senator Hitx. Yes. 

Representative Srrincer. I think I proposed this compromise that 
was made. I have dealt a lot with the Veterans’ Administration as a 
lawyer, too, and I realize that they do not, where there is any question 
of a reviewing body being able to reverse them—and I have seen this 
a lot—they simply will not make a decisioy in favor of the party out 
there. They will make it every time in favor of the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration, because they are being cautious about it. 

I will be frank in saying that in just listening here to this discussion 
we have had and in the Veterans’ Affairs Committee, I cannot come to 
the conclusion yet as to what is the right thing to do, because I can 
see the problem he is presented with immediately. 

On the other hand, you are making a point: Is anybody going to 
review this? There isa section that occurs to me asa legal proposition. 
I think you are a lawyer, are you not? 

Senator Pastore. Yes. 

Representative Springer. This is the point: How far will the 
Veterans’ Administration be liable? Say they paid out $2,000,000 
or $3,000,000 which they find in the General Accounting Office not to 
be legally binding, or in their review such regulation will not work 
out? What is your liability ? 

Under this gratuity payment, what is your liability? Where is 
the liability ? 

Mr. Comer. Mr. Birdsall has something on that. 

This law provides that where we have overpaid a veteran that we 
may waive recovery of such overpayment if the veteran was not at 
fault, and if the recovery would be against equity and good common 
sense. Presummably, the actions of our committee acting on such 
waivers would also be reviewable by the General Accounting Office, 
and they could reverse us on a finding that there was no equity in 
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the waiving of the overpayment. They can say we have exercised 
too great a : liber ality in waiving payment to the veteran. 

Senator Pastore. You have no objection to having the General 
Accounting Office make a post-audit of your books and your payments 
insofar as those payments are made consistent with the rules that you 
have already promulgated. 

Mr. Come. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Pasrore. But you do object to the fact that the rules and 
regulations that you make have to be post-audited by them as to 
whether or not they are consistent with this law. 

Mr. Birpsatu. Primarily with the law; yes, sir. 

Senator Pastore. I think there is a distinction there. I think you 
are right there. You feel it is your own responsibility to carry out 
this law and you should not be post-audited as to whether or not the 
rules and regulations you are making are consistent with what is 
granted to you under this law. 

Mr. Birpsau. That is right. 

Senator Pastore. You do not mind that body coming out to find 
out whether you have spent the money in accordance w ith the law, but 
you do not think you Houle subject your rules and your 1 regulations 
to them to have them say to you, “I think now you are doing’ your job 
all right.” 

Mr. Corte. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Pastore. It has a distinction there. 

Senator Hitz. I think under the general statute the Comptroller 
General does have that authority. 

Representative Springer. I think he has already got it. He has 
that right. If you see the report he files, he files those reports not 
upon merely regulations, but he files those upon policy as well. He 
covers a broad field. 

Senator Hi. Whether or not that policy is authorized by the 
statute under which the particular agency is operating. 

Mr. Cotmx. Yes; he reports that to the Congress. 

Mr. Brrpsatu. He does that now. 

Mr. Corr. If he thinks our policies are incorrect, as he did in the 
letter Mr. Teague made reference to, the leave under Public Law 346, 
where he disagreed with our policy on that and made a report to the 
Congress, he so reports it. 

Representative Teague. And on nonresident fees. 

Mr. Corre. Yes. 

Represent ative Teague. On the land-grant colleges. 

Senator Hitt. There is a quorum call in the Senate right now, and 
it is 10 minutes of 1. How much more do you have, if I may ask? 

Mr. Core. Very little, sir. But we will be glad to return, 1f that 
meets with what the committee desires. 

Senator Hirx. Are you going to give us any testimony on this big 
question, the question of whether or not payment should be made to 
the schools or made directly to the veterans ? 

Mr. Cotte. The Administrator, of course, adheres always to the 
principle that he will not recommend to the Congress what policy they 
should adopt in respect to payments to be made to the veterans. I 
think that this properly would come within that realm. I think we can 
state this: That we can administer the bill either day. I can see cer- 
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tain advantages from an administrative standpoint of a single pay- 
ment rather than the dual payment, although I have not seen the 
draft of Mr. Springer’s amendment that he submitted this morning. 

The draft that I did have, if it was a correct one, would require us 
also to pay institutions monthly as well as veterans monthly, which I 
think would involve some additional administrative problems. 

Senator Hinz. I hope you will examine the amendment submitted 
by Mr. Springer and give us your views on the amendment as he sub- 
mitted it. 

Mr. Brrosatu. If you so desire, I believe we have just a few mat- 
ters we could finish up at this time. 

Senator Hirz. That is all right, we will see if we can finish. I have 
this thought in mind, however: That we will ask the Comptroller Gen- 
eral to come among other witnesses tomorrow, and it would be a good 
idea for you gentlemen to be here and hear his testimony. 

Mr. Cosurn. Before you make that final, I understand from the 
General Accounting Office that he may not be able to appear tomorrow. 
He was thinking in terms of, say, Friday or Monday. 

Senator Hitt. We will have to see how it works out. 

Senator Hitz. How much more do you have now, Mr. Coile? 

Mr. Cons. I have only two other items, Mr. Chairman, one having 
to do with the conflict of interest in which there is no saving clause 
whatsoever. 

Representative Teague. Do you think that advisory committee 
shoud be written in the law? It is not the law now. Is that correct ? 

Mr. Corre. It is not the law now, but I see no objection to it. 

Senator Pasrore. Before you get off on that, it was speculated 
here that we would save at least $50,000,000 a year in administrative 
cost in the difference between making a lump-sum payment to the 
veteran as against paying the educational institution. I think you 
ought to think of that so as to get some expression of your opinion 
on the record. 

Senator Hitz. You think that over, and we would like to have 
your opinion on that. 

Mr. Comtr. Our total administrative costs do not run $50,000,000 so 
that must have been a mistake. 

Senator Pasrore. I think that in view of that you ought to get some- 
thing on the record as to what money would be saved. 

Senator Hitz, If you can give us an estimate on the cost between 
the bill as passed by the House and the cost of the bill with the Springer 
amendment, we will appreciate it. You may want to take a little time 
and make your statement on it. 

Representative Sprincer. May I ask, would you be so kind as to put 
that in writing so I could have a copy of it? I would like to see that if 
I could. 

Mr. Corte. Will you give us a copy of your amendment ? 

Representative Sprincer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hint. Very well, Mr. Coile, what is your next matter? 

Mr. Corr. On conflicting interests, section 264, page 90 of the bill. 

As the bill was first considered in the House, there was a saving 
clause that permitted the Administrator to waive this where he found 
that no detriment would result to the United States or to veterans b 
reasons of a connection of an employee with one of these private-profit 
schools. We think that the saving clause is most essential because as 
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it is written a nurse in a hospital might have a slight connection with 
» school and would hate to be discharged, and there would be no con- 
flict in her interest whatsoever. 

Furthermore, the advisory committee we feel should have some 
representatives of the private-profit schools on it. They are employees 
of the Veterans’ Administration, and when actually employed, in 
order for us to pay them traveling expenses and give then a stipend, 
we would urge that there be reinserted in the bill a saving clause so 
that this penalty could be waived where there was no detriment to the 
Government. 

Senator Hiri. Did you suggest that amendment to the clause ’ 

Mr. Corr. Yes. 

Representative TrEacur. We put teeth in the bill and this will pull 
the teeth out. In the State of Pennsylvania you have a State law 
that requires certain things in conflict with this. If you were to 
inherit property that the school was located on, that would not be a 
detriment to the Government. 

Mr. Comtz. We are not in disagreement with the principle, the only 
thing on educational training is that we recommend that there be 
included an authorization to use our present appropriations for this 
bill, in the fear that we may have the legislation enacted and not be 
able to get an appropriation before the Congress adjourns. We have 
suggested language for that. 

Senator Hitt. Very well. 

Mr. Birpsauty. That leaves testimony on the loan guaranty pro- 
Vision. 

Senator Hitt. Will you return tomorrow? How long will it take 
you on that! 

Mr. Corre. Before that, may I be indulged for just one other 
thing / 

Senator Hiti. Yes. 

Mr. Com. This has to do with definitions. Early in the bill in 
section 201, page 50 of your print, the definition as written here 
could be susceptible of interpret: ition to mean a subject rather than 
a curriculum. I was simply going to say that we have consulted with 
our legal officer and if the Veterans’ Administration is permitted to 
interpret this language of the definition we will interpret it also to 
include curriculum. 

Senator Hiri. What is your thought on that / 

perene itive Tracve. Actually, I thought they wrote it. 

Mr. Cotte. No. 

Senator Hiti. That was the proper interpretation / 

Mr. Corr. Actually, the definition more nearly fits the subjects 
than it does a curriculum. Other language in the bill indicates that 
a curriculum is thought of as a course in the language used through- 
out the bill. 

Representative Tracvr. I think you might be interested to know 
that the Veterans’ Administration, the General Accounting Office, and 
the Bureau of the Budget, the Office of Education, all sat down around 
a table for 2 weeks and worked this bill over line by line, so they are 
all very conversant with what is in it. 

Senator Hua. We appreciate the work you gentlemen have done. 
It has saved us a lot of work. 
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Mr. Cosurn. Mr. Chairman, before we recess, I have a letter ad- 
dressed to Senator Murray, the chairman of the committee, from Sen- 
ator Smith of New Jersey, dated June 3, in which he encloses a letter 
from Ronald W. Kent, Essex County vocational school, Newark, N. J., 
dated May 23, 1952, which I would like to submit for the record. 

Senator Hitz. Very well, that may be included in the record at this 
point. 

(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE, 
June 3, 1952. 
Hon. JAMES E. Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
Nenate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

My DEAR SENATOR: I enclose herewith a letter which I have received from Mr. 
Ronald W. Kent, director of the Essex County vocational schools at Newark, 
N. J., with regard to H. R. 7656, which is a companion bill to 8. 3199, now pending 
before your committee. 

I will appreciate it if you will make Mr. Kent's letter a part of your record on 
S. 3199 and that it be brought to the attention of the members of the committee 
when this bill is brought up for action by the committee. 

With kindest personal regards and many thanks, I remain, 

Always cordially yours, 
H. ALEXANDER SMITH. 


Essex CouNTY VOCATIONAL SCHOOLS, 
Newark 2, N. J., May 23, 1952. 
Hon. H. ALEXANDER SMITH, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR SMITH: I would like to call you attention to several items in 
H. R. 7656 that I believe are very bad. 

Section 226, on page 58, should, in my opinion, be changed so as to eliminate 
the word “nonaccredited.” In my opinion, inclusion of this word destroys the 
whole effect of section 226. Any group can set up an accrediting agency and some 
accrediting agencies now in existence have no standing that is worth anything. 
It would be very easy for a group of fly-by-night profit schools to set up an 
accrediting agency that would look good on the surface but would accredit sub- 
standard schools and thereby dodge completely the provision of this section. 
It seems to me that unless this change is made in section 226, that we will be 
back to many of the abuses which were so prevalent under the original GI bill. 
I realize that under present conditions, where we are not in an all-out shooting 
war, that the number of veterans involved may not be large enough to induce 
some of the abuses we had under the old GI bill. Tlowever, it seems to me this 
new iegislation should be made foolproof so tlat if we should get into a shoot- 
ing war, we will be prepared to prevent repetition of these abuses. 

Section 266 makes a public school, which would receive no money for veterans 
enrolled, liable for any mistake it migitt make in reporting veterans’ attendance. 
I doubt that this is constitutional to make a local governmental unit liable 
under such circumstances. However, it seems to me now is the time to get the 
law properly written. 

Section 227 should have the following words added to line 9: “immediately 
prior to enrolling of said veteran.” It seems to me that unless these words are 
added that many fly-by-night schools which operated during the last few years, 
and then later were forced to discontinue, could claim they had been in opera- 
tion for 2 years and thus dodge the intent of section 227. 

I have been closely associated with the program of training for veterans after 
both World War I and World War IT and predicated many of the abuses that 
eventually developed under the GI bill. 1 am writing this to you because I feel 
it my duty as a citizen to do what little I can to prevent a repetition of these 
abuses. 

Very truly yours, 
R. W. Kent, Director. 
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Mr. Cozurn. I also have a telegram addressed to Senator Murray 
dated June 4, 1952, from M. P. Moe, secretary of the Montana Educa- 
tion Association, expressing support for H. R. 7656 as it passed the 
House. 

Senator Hi. That may be included in the record. 

(The telegram referred to is as follows :) 


HELENA, MONT., June 4, 1952. 
Senator JAMges E. MurRkay, 
Washington, D. C.: 

“avor H. R. 7656 as it stands. Veterans losing time in Korea should be 
given opportunity to get education when returning. Veterans should select 
schools of own choice but if costs high they should pay difference. This is aid 
to veterans and not to inefficient schools. Oppose Springer amendment and 
other similar plans. 

M. P. MoE, 
Secretary of Montana Education Association. 


Mr. Cosurn. I have also, Mr. Chairman, a letter dated June 5, 1952, 
addressed to Senator Murray from Senator Magnuson, enclosing a 
letter from Pearl A. Wanamaker, superintendent of public instruc- 
tion for the State of Washington dated May 28, 1952. 

Senator Hii. That may be included in the record. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
June 5, 1952 
Hon. JAMES MURRAY, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR: Attached is a letter I have just received from Mrs. Pearl A. 
Wanamaker, superintendent of public instruction for the State of Washington. 

You will note she expresses the department's views on the so-called Teague 
bill (H. R. 7656). Generally speaking, Mrs. Wanamaker thinks the approach 
adopted in the bill is commendable. She raises a question, however, on the 
provision dealing with appeals “from the fiscal decision of the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration”. Mrs. Wanamaker believes that appellants should have access to 
the courts and not be confined entirely to recourse to the General Accounting 
Office. 

I’m passing these views on to you in the hope the commitee will consider this 
question when, and if, H. R. 7656 comes before you. 

Best personal regards. 

Sincerely yours, 
WARREN G. MAGNUSON 


O_ympra, WAsH., May 28, 1952. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR MAGNUSON: This letter is written in support of the GI bill for 
Korean veterans known as the Teague bill (H. R. 7656). 

We believe that the following two features of this bill are particularly ex- 
cellent and important: 

1. The provision that payment be made directly to veterans for educational 
purposes rather than to institutions 

2. The provision which increases the authority in the educational program of 
State approval agencies and increasing the responsibility of the United States 
Office of Education. 

We note that in the bill appeals from the fiscal decisions of the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration are allowed only to the General Accounting Office and not to the 
courts. We think that the right of appeal to the courts is highly desirable. Such 
a right of appeal will limit any tendency of the Veterans’ Administration to 
assume in fact personal control of the educational program through the form 
of fiscal control. 
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We urge that you make every effort to further the passage of this bill which 
should result in a sound educational program for veterans. We deeply appre- 
ciate your cooperation. 

With best wishes and kindest personal regards. 

Sincerely, 
PEARL A. WANAMAKER, 
State Superintendent of Public Instruction. 

Mr. Cosurn. I also submit for the record a letter dated June 3 


s 


1952, from the National Association of State Approval Agencies, Mr. 
P. Larry McKeever, president. 

Senator Hai. ‘That may be included in the record. 

(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE APPROVAL AGENCIES, 
Jefferson City, Mo., June 3, 1932. 
To: Members of the House of Representatives of the United States, Eighty-second 
Congress. 
From: P. Larry McKeever, President. 
Subject : H. R. 7656; coming before House of Representatives for vote Thursday, 
June 5, 1952. 

For the benefit of the veteran and in the interest of taxpayers, we sincerely 
urge vour favorable consideration when this bill comes to the floor for vote. 
Your assistance will enhance legislation for Korean veterans without further 
delay. 

We express unanimous approval of the principle of direct payment to the 
veteran. We solicit your support to defeat the Springer amendment as we feel 
it is a selfish attempt by a small group of private schools to receive a larger take 
in Federal tuition payments and defeat the principle of H. R. 7656 in eliminating 
certain abuses discovered by Congressman Teague’s House Select Committee To 
Investigate Education and Training Programs Under the GI Bill. Your favorable 
vote on H. R. 7656 in its present form on June 5 will eliminate further considera- 
tion of the Springer amendment which is meant only as Federal aid to a fa- 
vored group. 

As Director of Veterans’ and Adult Education, State of Missouri, and presi- 
dent of the National Association of State Approval Agencies, we seek your 
allegiance to the Korean veteran by your favorable vote for H. R. 7656 without 
further amendment. 


Mr. Copurn. I have also, Mr. Chairman, a letter dated June 7, 1952, 
from the National Association of Teachers of Singing, Inc., signed 
by Arthur Gerry, treasurer, enclosing a letter from Arthur Gerry 
addressed to Congressman Rankin, of the House Committee on Vet- 
erans’ Affairs dated March 8, 1952. 

Senator Hitz. That may be also included in the record at this point. 

(‘The letter referred to is as follows :) 


NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF TEACHERS OF SINGING, INC., 
Evanston, 1u., June 7, 1952. 
Hon. JAMes E. MurrRAyY, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

My Drar SENATOR MurRRAY: You received a letter written under date of March 
31 from President Walter A. Stults of this organization requesting that the privi 
lege of an appearance for me before the Senate Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare in regard to the legislation shortly to be enacted concerning the so-called 
GI rights. I wrote you a letter also, under date of March 29, requesting that 
courtesy. 

I have been informed by Mr. Coburn, the chief cierk of the committee, that it 
is possible there will be no hearings held. I trust that this is not the case, for 
I do feel that the facts I have at my disposal should be laid personally before the 
committee for their consideration, at which time I will be very glad to respond 
to questions. Whiie it has been published on pages 1720 and 1721 of the record 
of the hearings before the House Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, for your con- 
venience Tam enclosing a copy of my letter to Chairman Rankin, dated March 
&, which is self-explanatory. 
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I sincerely hope that when the question of whether you will hold hearings on 
this matter or not comes up for consideration the facts that I have introduced 
here will be allowed to receive fullest consideration. 

Faithfully yours, 
ARTHUR GERRY, Treasurer. 


Hon. JoHn E. RANKIN, 
Chairman, Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Deak Mr. RANKIN: I am in receipt of your letter of March 3 and confess to 
considerable bewilderment at the action of the committee in refusing our request 
for an opportunity to appear and present the case of this association, the Amer- 
ican Academy of Teachers of Singing, and the New York Singing Teachers Asso- 
ciation, You received a letter under date of January 16 last from Walter Allen 
Stults, president of this association, requesting that I be permitted to appear. 

It has always been our understanding that any reputable organization, under 
our form of government, has the right to appear before a congressional Committee 
which is considering legislation that concerns it. In this instance it Concerns 
a great many more people than the mere numbers in the organization itself. As 
a member of the legislative committee of the National Music Council, with a 
membership extending over 750,000, IT am aware that the ramifications of this 
legislation (to extend to Korean veterans educational benefits such as were ex- 
tended to the veterans of the Second World War) reach far wider than we can 
can possibly imagine. 

As chairman of the survey committee of this association in 1946 and 1947, it 
was my duty to make an examination into the interpretation of the so-cailed 
GI rights bill, Public Law 846, by the various States. This survey extended 
over a wide period of time and produced very interesting results. Briefly, a letter 
of inquiry was sent to the board of education in every State asking for the status 
of private individual teachers. Five States replied that there was no demand 
for a ruling. Six States did not reply at all. We were able to classify 14 as 
liberal, 5 as very difficult, and 19 as impossible. 

You will find enclosed a copy of this report in which I have paraphrased or 
quoted directly from the replies received, and your attention is called in particu- 
lar to the ruling in the State of Connecticut, which, upon reconsideration, 
reversed its first ruling and set up a committee to pass on the standing and 
abilities of teachers of singing, obtaining thus a logical and orderly process 
protecting both the teacher and the veteran, 

It is our premise that there should be an equality of treatment of the private 
teachers in all States, and that the private teacher of music unconnected with 
a school or institution, if reputable, should be regarded as an institution within 
the meaning of the law. We feel that it should be the same all over the country, 
and that possibly it could be brought about by a ruling of the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration if incorporated into legislation that is about to be passed. 

Obviously, the situation shown by this report is a very definite piece of dis 
crimination against a certain group of the citizens of this country in some of our 
States. Yuor attention is also directed to the fact that these are Federal funds 
hat are being distributed for the education of veterans, but in the majority of 
cases the veteran cannot study with a teacher of his choice if that person happens 
to be a highly competent and experienced private teacher able to maintain a 
studio without any institutional connection, 

There are thousands of private teachers of singing as well as of piano, violin, 
ana various orchestral instruments throughout the country, individuals who 
are connected with no college, school, or university There are many in our 
larger cities, and it is because we became aware of the fact that in some States 
the private teacher was being discrimiated against, that we made this survey. 

This organization has approximately 1,400 members. The requirements for ad- 
mission to membership are fairly stiff. The code of ethics is very tough and must 
be subscribed to by the applicant. The applicant must show 5 years of continuous 
maintenance of a studio, and in this connection some very well-known performing 
artists have had to wait until that requirement was met. These teachers are, by 
the very nature of their business, exceedingly honest citizens of high character, 
for the simple reason that they depend entirely on the good will of each individual 
student in order to exist. The private teacher offers the highest type of instrue- 
tion available. This statement is no reflection upon the quality of instruction 
available in colleges and universities but merely points up the fact that the college 
age is too young to assimilate and adequately prepare for public presentation 
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what they might be taught. There is a time lag of from 3 to 10 years before they 
could become really proficient in the profession, and that is invariably spent in a 
private studio. 

It is to be regretted that a representative of these associations has not been 
permitted to present these facts in person. It is my understanding that many of 
our membership are also members of the American Federation of Labor group. 
The enclosed material is submitted with the hope that its value will warrant a 
reconsideration of the present decision which you advise has been made by your 
committee. 

A copy of this letter and of this report of the Survey Committee of the National 
Association of Teachers of Singing is being sent to each member of the Committee 
on Veterans’ Affairs. I shall look forward to your further advice in the matter. 

Your sincerely, 
ARTHUR GERRY 
(For the National Association of Teachers of Singing, the American 
Academy of Teachers of Singing, the New York Singing Teachers 
Association). 

Senator Hix. Very well, gentlemen, thank you very much for your 
testimony. 

The committee will stand in recess until 10 o’clock tomorrow 
morning. 

(Whereupon, at 1 p. m., the subcommittee was recessed to be recon- 
vened at 10 a. m., Thursday, June 12, 1952.) 
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THURSDAY, JUNE 12, 1952 


Unirep STaTes SENATE, 
SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ EDUCATION 
AND REHABILITATION BENEFITS OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON LAaBor AND PurRLIC WELFARE, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room F—42, 
the Capitol, Hon. Lister Hill (chairman of the subcommittee) pre- 
siding. 

Present: Senators Hill, Douglas, and Pastore. 

Also present: Representative Olin E. Teague, Texas; Representa- 
tive Walter Rodgers, Texas; William H. Coburn, Chief Clerk; and 
Paul H. Menk, professional staff member. 

Senator Hiri. The subcommittee will come to order. 

We are very happy to have Congressman Devereux here this morn- 
ing. We will be very happy to hear from you, Congressman. You 
may proceed in your own way and make any statement you wish 
with respect to this bill. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES P. DEVEREUX, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MARYLAND 


Representative Devereux. Mr. Chairman, there are two parts that 
disturb me about the bill. The first is the one that provides for an 
exception on payments to tax-supported tuition-free schools so that 
the GI may be charged up to $31 a month, should he elect to attend 
one of those schools. 

That is a departure ‘n principle from the bill. We provide in the bill 
that the GI cannot be charged any more than a civilian going to school. 
I can see a lot of trouble ahead if you have GI Joe taking $ a month 
out of his pocket and paying for this tuition while the boy next door 
is not charged any. 

We have a few schools in that category, some in New York and 
some in California. They would, however, in both cases, I believe, have 
to enact legislation to permit the charge. 

The second feature in the bill which I think is wrong is this: We 
allow $110 a month, of course, to a veteran without any dependents. 
Then we jump immediately to a veteran with one or more dependents 
and allow him $150 a month. Heretofore we have always had a dif- 
ferential. If a person is married or has one dependent, he is allowed 
one thing, and if he has more than one dependent he is allowed a 
different amount. 
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In practice it would work out this way: A GI who is married and 
who has a wife but no children and whose wife is able to go out and 
work and supplement the family income would be in a very favored 
position as compared to the wife who has two or three little children 
and has to stay at home and take care of them. 

Senator Pasrorr. I think that is a very strong point. 
_Senator Hit. I notice in your letter to me, under date of June 
), Congressman, you made the following recommendation : 

gee recommend that the allowances be divided into three cate- 
gories. The veteran with no dependents, $110; veterans with one 
dependent, $135 per month; veterans with more than one dependent, 
$150 per month. 

Representative Devereux. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hutt. I did not mean to interrupt you. 

Representative Devereux. As I indicated in my letter, Senator, I 
am opposed to the Springer amendment. I think it wrecks the gen- 
eral principal of the bill that we worked so hard over. 

Senator Hiri. In other words, you strongly believe that these pay- 
ments should be made directly to the veteran? 

Representative Devereux. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hitt. And that we should get away from the system that 
we had in the original GI bill, which was that the Government would 
contract with the college or the school for the tuition. W hy do you 
feel that way, Congressman, if I may ask? 

Representative Devereux. Well, I think we will cut down a great 
deal of red tape and administrative costs in doing it that way. It 
will make the GI police the proposition himself. I mean that if it 
is a bad school or something like that, he will be less inclined to put 
up his own money, which he will consider it at that time. 

Senator Pasrorr. Of course, all of these fly-by-night propositions 
that worried us so much have been cut out of the bill, and I do not 
think we are going to run into them at all. I think it is going to 
make very little ditterence whether the money is paid to the institu- 
tion or to the individual insofar as preventing individuals from 
attending bad schools. I think the bill has taken care of that. 

Representative Drverrux. We think it has in some respects. I 
believe I am right in saying that the testimony of the Veterans’ 
Administration indicated that it would cut down the administrative 
cost a great deal. 

Representative Tracur. Yes. 

Representative Drverrux. And would place more responsibility 
on the individual GI. 

Senator Pasrorr. We are having the figures prepared on that. 

Senator Hinz. They are getting the data pre pared on that now. 

Senator Pasrorr. It will be interesting to see just what it does. 

Senator Hinz. Let me ask you this, Major, because we have had 
this question raised here: You give the veteran his allowance for his 
tuition. You give him, if he is unmarried, $110 a month. Now, if 
he goes to a school where there is no tuition, although there may be 
some small fees, he benefits financially, of course. I mean he saves 
that much money; whereas if he goes to one where he has to pay 
tuition, why, he loses that benefit. 

Do vou see any serious objection to that proposition ? 
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Representative Devereux. Well, I think you will have that same 
thing when a person goes to a less expensive school, rather than to a 
more expensive school. You will have some differences there. I am, 
however, thinking of- the reaction of a GI when he is charged up to 

31 a month while the boy next door goes to that school perfectly free. 

Senator Pastore. Did not that happen under the present law? I 

mean that most of these colleges were charging out-of-State rates for 
residents. That was even more serious because it was actually giving 
a characterization to a resident that he never had and never should 
have had. I shoul think that he would rebel against that much more 
than the system here. 

You are up against the proposition that a lot of these institutions 
feel that inasmuch as the Nation is assuming the financial responsi- 
bility of providing an education for these young men who have served 
in the Armed Forces, that responsibility should not be wholly on the 
local citizens who are supporting their local institutions. 

I mean that there seems to be a strong argument in that direction 
also. Why shouldn't they get some of the benefit / 

Senator Hinz. I will be ol: id to have any comments you might have, 
Congressman Teague. 

Of course, you have this situation, do you not? Under the original 
pill the Government paid the tuition fee. If there was no fee or if the 
fee was small the Government saved money or did not have to pay 
so much money. In this case the GI is going to have to pay that 
amount out of his own pocket. 

Representative Tracue. In the original bill the money went from 
the Veterans’ Administration to the school. 

Senator Hixz. It did not go through the individual veteran’s hands. 
If it was a high-cost schoo! or a low-cost school, that had no effect 
financially on the veteran. Under the pending bill, however, it would 
have a very material effect. 

Senator Pastore. That is, on the veteran himself. 

Senator Hirt. Yes. Therefore, as the Major suggests, you may 
lave a nonveteran here who has not been off to fight for his country 
and who is going to a school free while here is a veteran who has to 
pay money out of his pocket because he is a veteran. IJ can see where 
that would create quite a lot of feeling. 

Senator Pastore. Naturally it would. It might become so serious 
that veteran residents would refuse to register at some of these schools 
if they insisted on it. 

Representative TEAGUE. Senator, speaking of the Federal Govern- 
ment assuming some responsibility, say, in Hunter College in New 
York, for example— 

Senator Pastore. Do not misunderstand me. Iam saying that that 
was the argument used by these institutions. I am not saying that 
that was the only side of the argument. 

Representative Tracur. Major Devereux spent a couple of hours 
with Mr. Meng, who represents those schools. I do not feel that the 
State is carrying all of the burden. I think it is carrying a very 
small part, something like $30 more or less. 

Senator Pasrore. ‘Che fact is that this is permitted under the condi 
tions in your bill. 

Representative Teacur. I am not against taking it out. 
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Representative Deverrux. That is the principle we have tried to 
follow all the way through. It is Federal aid to the veteran and 
not Federal aid to these institutions. 

Senator Hix. That is the whole philosophy. 

Representative Tracur. Senator, I offered the amendment my- 
self for the benefit of the schools, and I used their argument. The 
amendment was adopted. 

Senator Hitz. You offered which amendment? 

Representative Teacur. This amendment we are talking about now. 

Senator Hiti. Congressman, I note that in your letter you rec- 
mend that the warranty provisions for home construction be reex- 
amined to determine if the veteran be protected. 

Representative Deverrux. I do not have any specific thing to 
say on that, Senator. I am not an attorney, and I do not feel qual- 
ified to speak on that point. I was just wondering whether that 
should be checked. 

Mr. Teague has voiced some doubts. I, frankly, do not know 
about that. 

Representative Teacur. We did not have hearings on that matter. 

Senator Hitt. You did not have hearings on that subject? 

Representative Teacur. No. I mean as far as the technical parts 
of the bill are concerned. We have testimony on how many loans 
they had made. Obviously, the VA has a wonderful record as far 
as loans are concerned, but there was no testimony on those technical 
parts. 

Senator Hmx, All right, Congressman, is there anything else you 
would like to suggest or add? 

Representative Devereux. No, sir. 

Senator Hit. We want to express our deep appreciation to you 
for coming over to us and giving us this helpful evidence. 

I want to say this: I notice my friend, Congressman Teague, 
addressing you as general while I was addressing you as major. 

Representative Devereux. That is all right. It makes me feel 
younger. 

Senator Hm. Thank you, sir. 

You are going down in American history as Major Devereux. 
You may get to be a Field Marshal some day, but you will be written 
in history as a major. Do you not think so? That is just like my 
old friend in Tennessee. I think Alvin York finally got to be a 
colonel, but we still think of him as Sergeant York be vause of his 
great exploits and great deeds. 

Americans will alw: ays be proud of Major Devereux. It has been 
awfully nice to have you here. 

Representative Deverrux. Thank you. 

Senator Hi. We will be glad to have you stay, if you wish. 

Representative Devereux. Thank you, sir. We are having a 
committee meeting which I would like to attend. 

Senator Him. All right, fine. 

Now, who is our first witness from the Veterans’ Administration ? 
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STATEMENT OF T. F. DALEY, DIRECTOR, LEGISLATIVE SERVICE, 
VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Datey. Mr. King, the Director of the Loan Guarantee Service, 
Senator, will address himself to the provisions of title III of the bill, 
having to do with the loan guaranty system. 

Senator Hm. All right, sir. Suppose you proceed in your own 
way. 


STATEMENT OF T. B. KING, DIRECTOR, LOAN GUARANTY SERVICE, 
VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Kine. Mr. Chairman, the provisions in the bill under study 
which relate to the loan guaranty program contain nothing more 
than the extensions of the present law to a further class of veterans, 
namely, veterans who served after June 1950, to a future date to be 
determined under the provisions of the bill. 

Senator Hitz. In other words, it does not change your authority or 
your power or your procedures of today? It just extends these benefits 
to these latter-day veterans; is that right ? 

Mr. Kina. Yes, sir. 

Now, in addition to that, the bill contains a number of provisions 
for which Congressman Teague is largely responsible and which will 
arm the Veterans’ Administration with a little better power in the 
way of enforcement. The bill is noncontroversial insofar as I am 
informed, except as Congressman Teague stated in his statement of 
yesterday wherein he indicated that perhaps those teeth can be or, 
should be, made even stronger. 

Senator Hitz. Well, now, will you summarize for us these teeth that 
you refer to. 

Mr. Kine. The original bill was largely conceived by the Congress 
on the basis of having the Veterans’ Administration offer no road 
blocks that would prevent this vast swarm of veterans emerging from 
the services from speedily effectuating their rights to achieve their 
benefits under the bill. It went into great particulars to assure the 
fact that the VA would not tie up the bill with red tape. 

The significance of the several amendments here, which I will 
narrate pursuant to your request, change the complexion of the bill 
vitally and impresses upon the provisions of the bill the ukase of the 
Congress that the VA is to police the program very stringently. 

In the first place, we are given power which will preclude the 
supervised lender from making these loans independent of the VA 
more or less, and will enable us to require that any class of lender sub- 
mit loans for prior approval in advance of origination. 

Under the present bill they had the right, by statute, to make the 
loan to the veteran without any prior reference to the VA and with- 
out any ability on the part of the VA to tell them they could not. 
So we had, in effect, a post audit where a loan was made by a super- 
vised lender. 

This will enable us to take away from any supervised lender the 
power to originate loans on a post-approval basis. Whether or not 
we have to do so will be immaterial, because the mere fact that we are 
now empowered to do so will have a very positive effect, I am sure. 
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That is section 302 of the bill, appearing at the bottom of page 50. 

Now, section 303 of the bill, appearing on page 51, is designed to 
make it even clearer that it is the intention of the law that the veteran 
be a satisfactory credit risk as an essential ingredient to eligibility. 

Mr. Copugn. Who makes that determination ? 

Mr. King. Under the law as it exists today and under which some 
3,000,000 loans have been made to veterans aggregating some $18 
billion, in the case of an institutional lender, the lender makes that 
determination. Section 500 (d) of the bill made it perfectly clear 
that the VA could not preaudit the credit risk. 

In the case of the nonsupervised lender under the present law, the 
VA makes that determination. Some 60 percent of the loans cur- 
rently—a little better maybe—are being made on a prior approval 
basis. Many institutional lenders have ‘foregone their right to orig- 
inate the loans without any underwriting on the part of the VA and 
have voluntarily come in under the prior approval procedure. 

The significance of section 303 will not deprive the institutional 
lender from making that determination, but section 303, coupled with 
section 302, will give the Administrator authority to require any insti- 
tution where, on the basis of a spot check, he finds something lacking 
in the way of credit underwriting, to require that institution to come 
in thereafter for prior approval. 

Mr. Cosurn. In other words, the Administrator will have that 
power ?¢ 

Mr. Kine. Yes. 

Senator Dovueias. Supposing the building and loan association or 
the private lender refuses the loan on the ground that the man is not 
a good credit risk. Then what powers do you have in that case? 

Mr. Kine. Senator, this law contemplates voluntary participation 
by all lenders. Where a lender rejects a veteran for any reason what- 
soever, that is final. The only recourse that the veteran has is to 
apply to another institution, which he is free to do. 

Under the original law the Veterans’ Administration had no power 
to prescribe standards with reference to the properties which were to 
be made the security for guaranteed loans. In the Housing Act of 
1950, approved May 20, 1950, Congress gave the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion the power to prescribe structural standards, which we did. 

The purpose of this section is to empower the VA to make the pre- 
scription of construction standards more practically effective by 
empowering it to prescribe standards for architectural design and land 
planning. 

Senator Doveuas. In other words, you can prevent lot over- 
crowding ? 

Mr. Kine. Yes, sir. We can try to do something about the 20-foot 
lots in South Chicago. 

Senator Dovetas. And in other places in the country. Whenever 
anyone wants to pick out a horrid example, they go to Chicago. 

Mr. Kine. Offhand, I do not know of any other place where 20-foot 
lots exist. 

Senator Doveas. I am opposed to 20-foot lots in South Chicago 
and elsewhere. 

Mr. Kring. As we expressed ourselves several years ago, we asked 
for the power to prescribe structural standards. The situation was 
like giving a man the power to select the cloth but not giving him 
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control over the style and the tailoring. ‘This will give us the three 
ingredients essential to assuring proper building. 

Without having any statutory power, we had taken cognizance of 
styling and land planning by setting up guidance factors, but it was 
perfectly apparent to all who knew that we had no power to effectually 
rule out a given proposal, so that we did not have effective power which 
we would have under this section 504. 

Senator DovuGuas. I think that is a good provision. 

Senator Hitn. It sounds good to me. 

Senator Dove.as. It certainly does. 

Mr. Kine. Under section 304 (c), appearing at the top of page 52, 
there is a new and novel provision which requires the builder or 
sponsor of any residential units proposed for building in the future 
to warrant to the purchaser that that building as it is sold to the pur- 
chaser will embody the plans and specifications upon which the gov- 
ernmental agency has based its action, its approving action. We 
think that that will give the veteran purchaser a basis for civil litiga 
tion which he does not have under the law as it is now written. 

It is not designed in a way that will require that it be included in 
the provisions of the contract, because there are too many ways that 
the next provision of the act could elide it. We have tried to put this 
warranty into the law so that, notwithstanding the provisions of an 
individual contract, the purchaser will have the advantage of the 
warranty. 

Senator Hity. In other words, there will be no way for a smart 
lawyer to draw a contract to defeat this warranty, in your opinion? 

Mr. Kine. It will bea hard thing to do, Senator. I would not make 
a statement broad enough to say that there is no way for a smart 
lawyer to do anything. 

Representative Teacur. May I ask Mr. King a question there / 

Senator Hit... Yes. 

Representative Tracur. Mr. King, what would you think about 
placing these three provisions in the same section ¢ 

* * * that any contract entered into with such a purchaser shal! provide 
expressly (1) that the dwelling is constructed in substantial conformity with 
the plans and specifications on which such agency or instrumentality based its 
evaluation of the unit or its commitment to guarantee or insure a loan to finance 
the construction or purchase of such unit; and (2) that such plans and specifi- 
cations shall be incorporated in or otherwise made a part of any contract through 
which the related units may initially be sold to any such purchaser; and (3) that 
the terms of any such contract will obligate the builder or sponsor to complete 
the unit in substantial conformity with such plans and specifications except for 
such deviations or modifications as thereafter may be agreed upon in advance by 
the agency, the purchaser, and the builder or sponsor. 

Is that too much to hand you at one time ? 

Mr. Kina. I don’t believe so. 

Senator Hiii. Should not you put down there “agreed upon in 
writing”? 

Representative Tracur. We had a case in which a boy went to a 
builder and the builder was going to build him a house containing 
good oak flooring. When he got the house, it was beech flooring and 
was in such condition that you could walk to the middle of the living 
room and pick up a piece of the wood out of the room. Now, the VA 
approved those changes to good beech flooring. It did not approve 
the kind he got. But the veteran himself did not know anything 
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about the change at all. He did not know that they had approved 
these changes. 

In this way the veteran would be brought into the thing and would 
know what changes were being made. He should agree to them, 
1 think. 

Mr. Kina. Yes, sir. We have at least three directives to our field 
offices, all of which impressed that point upon our field offices. 

Senator Doveras. There would be no objection to making that a 
part of the law then; would there? 

Mr. Kine. No, sir. But the Congressman asked me, Senator, what 
I thought of those three provisions. 

Broadly speaking, it seems to me that the effect of those three pro- 

visions is merely to place in the terms of the contract the warranty 
that is contained under (c) of this law. Now, as an alternative to (c) 
line 4, page 52, that would, to my mind, be a weaker provision because 
it could be made subject to the next provision. 

In other words, the veteran could be deprived of his protection by 
typing on the face of the contract which was in derogation of those 
things. 

Represe ntative Teague. Do you believe, Mr. King, that the reaction 
against this warranty provision would be so violent as to work in a 
way opposite to the way we want it to work and that instead of pro- 
tecting the veteran that it will hurt him because he cannot get a house 
built ? 

Mr. Kina. Well, we have sought to forestall that by prescribing 
that this warranty must be included where a governmental agency 
lends credit assistance. 

If this warranty provision were made applicable, especially in some 
cases in which a veteran proposed to finance under title III, the vet- 
eran could not finance under title ITT in many cases, because a builder 
would be handing him a yellow ticket and the builder would sell to 
the veteran only if he could not sell to anyone else. The practical effect 
of the Government housing aids, either ‘through the FHA or the VA 
is such that 30 or 40 percent of the housing in this country will have 
to be built under Government aids or it would not be built. 

Now, those builders will not have freedom of choice to avoid this 
warranty. 

As an alternative to this form, Congressman, it occurs to me while 
[ am talking here that you could revise the provision you have just 
read and that in relation to (¢) on page 52 you could insert the pro- 
vision you read and follow it with a statement that states that whether 
or not these provisions are in a contract binding on both the vendee 
and the vendor, the seller will—and then follow with your warranty 
provision. But the two are somewhat repetitive. 

Now, I am sure that it would require several lawyers several days to 
tigure out any nuances whereby, in a given factual situation, there 
might be a little different consequence or a little different right in the 
vendee under the one provision rather than the other. But by itself 
that provision can be abated very easily. In the first place, the builder 
does not have to sign the contract, as you know. 

Representative Teacur. Would you comment on a voluntary war- 
ranty in relation to a compulsory warranty ¢ 

The National Home Builders Association, Senator, asked that the 
warranty be made voluntary. I do not know the implications of that. 
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Mr. Kine. Well, the man who is building a house that he knows is 
good and which he will stand by, as many do, will prob: ably prove to 
be willing to sign the voluntary warranty or to insert it in his con- 
tract. But the man who is not building a good product or as good 
a product and who is not standing by it in detail will sign something 
that has an out for himseif or nothing at all. 

Representative Tragur. Mr. King, what about escalator clauses ? 

In other words, Senator Hill, we find that a veteran will go down 
and make a contract for a house that costs $10,000. He pays $1,000 or 
$500 down. Then a few months later he finds out that the VA has 
approved an increase up to $12,500, and he does not know anything 
about it. 

He says, “Well, I don’t want the house.” So the builder has the 
decision to make as to when to turn the house over. He just keeps it 
until you decide that you are going to take the house regardless of the 
increase in cost. We think that there have been a lot of injustices to 
veterans in that way. 

Mr. Kine. Where the VA office has approved an increase where 
there was an outstanding contract with the veteran or without assur- 
ing themselves that there was no such contract outstanding as to the 
unit involved, that violated the program instructions. 

Now, apart from that there may be an excuse for doing so in a given 
instance. But that is not a general practice. The excuse would be 
where they knew that the veteran could get the house with the increase 
but could not get it otherwise and he wanted the house. 

Now, on the subject of escaltor clauses, I am sure that this commit- 
tee does not have the time to go into all of the pros and cons of that. 
We have ruled against escalator clauses from the beginning. 

A lot of escalator clauses have been used. We have considered from 
time to time issuing instructions permitting escalator clauses for this 
very reason: Supposing I am contracting to buy a house from you and 
you say that you will build it for me for $10,000. If I want a oe 
price and I say, “Well, I know you can build it for $8,000,” you will s: 
“Sure, lam hoping I can build it for $8,000, but if you want me to agree 
with you to build it for $8,000 you have to put a clause in the contract 
to protect me, namely, an escalator clause. If I can build it for $9,000, 
you will be better off. But if I can’t build it for $9,000, then I am pro- 
tected.” 

We go back to the theory of cost-plus which many government agen- 
cies allow, thinking that it is possible to get a more advantageous price 
if circumstances do not intervene which occasion a higher ultimate 
price. We are not Solomons and we cannot decide whether it is bet- 
ter to let a veteran agree to pay $9,000-plus or to say, “No, you can 
only agree to pay $10,000,” because the veteran can come back to us 
and say, “You are forcing me to pay a figure that is loaded with al- 
lowances for possible contingencies.” 

Representative Teacur. Do you know, Mr. King, that in one place 
in your regional offices an increase was denied while hundreds and 
hundreds of increases were granted elsewhere. 

Mr. Kino. I think our report on that office last fall brought that 
out, Congressman. We don’t think that they properly applied 
discretion. 

Senator Dovetas. Is that a confession of sin? 
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Mr. Kine Well, Senator, I think you have cut right at the heart 
of the matter. 

Senator Dovetas. Well, it is always good. It is an earnest of im- 
provement. That is the first time I have heard a government agency 
make a confession like that. I want to congratulate you. It is worth 
at least a Legion of Merit. 

Mr. Krva. Senator, let me say that it is not the first time we have 
confessed. It is a habit. 

Senator Dovexas. I congratulate you. 

Mr. Kine. Because we find that our sins when weighed are so rela- 
tively light that we can afford them. 

Senator Pastore. I was wondering how you were going to get out 
of it. 

Mr. Kine. The escalator clause problem is a very considerable prob- 
lem, and we have resolved it by discouraging it as far as we could. 
We could not go out and say, “You cannot use it at all,” because the 
first man we would have to contend with would be the veteran who 
would say, as we would have to admit, that we were requiring him 
to paya higher price. 

The essential ingredients in that situation are a proper attitude on 
the part of the local officials making these determinatiens from day 
to day. 

Mr. Chairman, going back to this warranty clause for a moment, 
Mr. Daley calls my attention to a paragraph in the Administrator’s 
letter of June 10, 1952, to the chairman of this committee in which 
we seek to recommend that any possibility that a court will construe 
this warranty clause as being subject to waiver would be forestalled 
by including a provision which states : “Any agreements or stipulations 
between the parties to the contrary shall be void”. 

Senator Hirt. Do you want to comment on that ? 

Representative Tracur. No, sir. We are concerned about this 
warranty because we are getting a very violent reaction from builders. 
We have some conferences this afternoon with builders on that. We 
agree with all of the other amendments that were put in there, but 
we do question the warranty provision. 

Senator Doveias. What is their objection ? 

Mr. Mrapows. The objection is, of course, the normal objection, 
namely, that they do not want any more controls than necessary. The 
question of whether it is valid from the veteran’s standpoint is some- 
thing else. But they raise the argument that Mr. Teague has dis- 
cussed, that is, that it will force builders out of the veterans’ program, 
and so forth, which may or may not be true. 

But I think their only argument fundamentally is that they don’t 
want any Government controls that they can avoid. 

Representative Tracur. I note that Congressman Rogers of Texas 
has entered. I believe Representative Rogers can tell you more 
about the objections to the warranty provision Shak anyone else I 
know. 

Walter, we were talking about the objections to the warranty 
provision. 

Representative Rocrrs. Well, of course, the main reason that they 
do not like the warranty is this: The interest rate on those loans is 
low, and they could devote their time to other things. Now, if they 
are required to put up a warranty working to a penalty, then they are 
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going to stear clear of building GI houses and will devote their time 
to something at which they can make a little more money. 

Senator Dovenas. Just a minute. I understand the lenders object 
to a 4-percent interest rate, but how about the builders? 

Representative Rogers. The builder cannot dispose of that paper. 
That is the big troble. You see, out in these rural areas if it were not 
for the direct loan program it would be almost impossible to get those 
houses built under the GI system. 

Senator Dove.as. That may be true of the building and loan asso- 
ciations, but what about the banks ? 

Representative Rogers. In the case of the banks it is the same way. 
They just do not buy the GI paper because of the low interest rate. 

The builders take the position that if they are subjected to a war- 
ranty and if they are thrown into the position of spending all of their 
time appearing before the Veterans’ Administration defending houses 
that they have built, and fooling around with something that they 
are not going to make as much money out of as devoting their time to 
some thing else, they will not build the GI houses. It is just a selfish 
situation on their part. There is no question about that. 

Senator Doveias. Have there not been cases in which they did not 
produce the proper type of houses for the veterans and were able to 
escape due to the fact that the VA did not exercise powers to check 
them? 

Represent: ative Rocers. I think that is right, Senator. I think 
that the GI's even under the warranty are not going to get the relief 
that they could get if they were to devote more time to working out 
their own plans and specifications and understand that this is a con- 
tract between them and the builder and that the Government is merely 
underwriting their right or giving them the opportunity to build a 
house. 

If an individual goes out and builds a house, he gets a contract and 
plans and specifications. If the builder does not comply with them, 
he can sue the contractor; and that is what the GI ougltt to do. 

Senator Hin. Has not the disposition up to now been that the GI 
has more or less looked upon the Veterans’ Administration and that 
they have been the fellows who have sort of supervised the builders / 

Congressman Teague just called attention to this change in the 
flooring in which case the veteran was not consulted in any way and 
had nothing to say about it. He just found out that it had been done. 

Senator Dovetas. The GI is a young, inexperienced man. He has 
not established himself and he does not have a stake with which he 
can start a suit. I mean that he is in a relatively helpless position 
compared to the contractor, if the contractor wants to cheat him. 

Representative Tracur. They will do things like this: They will 
cuarantee the Veterans’ Administration a dry basement and the VA 
will ask the builder about the dry basement. Yet the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration has nothing to do with it. They do not enter into it in 
any way except as a supervising agent. 

On the other hand, they will guarantee the investment company a 
dry basement. Maybe the investment company is the same group that 
is doing the building. 

In some way we have to make this apply as between the veteran 
and the builder and not the VA. 
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Representative Rocrrs. From the discussions that I have had with 
the builders, I would say that if there was a limitation on the warranty, 
we will say, of 1 year, that might be satisfactory. I think that is in 
this bill, and I have so told them. 

Of course, they are disturbed, that is, the builders who talked to me 
about it, about a veteran selling his house to someone else within that 
year’s period. I told them that as far as I was concerned, from a legal 
standpoint, I did not think that the warranty in a law would consti- 
tute a covenant running with the land so that the benefits would flow 
to any such consequent purchaser. 

Senator Hixt. It will only be a right which the veteran could enjoy 
and would run with the land so that a purchaser would get the same 
right. 

Congressman, what is your suggestion about this? 

Representative Rogers. I think the builders all over the country are 
willing for the language that is in the bill to remain in there if there 
can be a clarification in it insofar as the limitations on the liabilities of 
the builders to third parties are concerned. I don’t think that that 
worries them, but I think they do want a clarification of it. 

They also want a limitation on the warranty, that is, we will say, 
for a 1-year period. I think that will probably answer most of their 
arguments. 

Otherwise, the veterans are going to continue to have trouble get- 
ting their houses built, because you have so many builders in the busi- 
ness today who have gotten into the business and have tried to make 
some money quickly and then get out. You probably have had some 
of that in your State. 

Senator Hii. Some of them have done that. 


Representative Rogers. That is right. 
I had hoped that inside of the city limits you could require these 
builders to pot up some kind of a bond that would be a third-party 


beneficiary bond that would flow to the purchaser if there were any 
defects in the construction. Of course, it would be difficult to do a 
thing like that outside of city limits because you have no inspection 
beyond city limits except the inspection of the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion inspection service. 

Senator Hitz. All right, Congressman Teague, do you have any- 
thing else to add? 

Representative Teagur. No; Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Hitt. Mr. King, you may proceed. 

Mr. King. There is only one further provision, Mr. Chairman, 
which is related to your request that I point out those provisions of 
the bill which would supply teeth. That is the provision on page 54 
of the bill, being section 514, which gives the Administrator power to 
police the activities of lending associations or any lending entity and 
enables us to suspend temporarily or permanently anyone who has 
willfully or negligently engaged in practices detrimental to the inter- 
ests of veterans or of the Government. 

Now, that provision is taken, I think, bodily or rather the part 
from the proviso on from section 36-43-31 of our present regulations. 

We have recommended that it be included in the bill, taking into 
consideration the significance of the rest of the provisions of the bill, 
so that there can be no doubt where we do suspend a lender that we 
do have the power to do so. 
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Senator Hint. Under the law? 

Mr. Kina. Yes, sir. 

Representative Tracur. In other words, Senator, where they might 
be building houses out here and putting i in poor floors, they could not 
just go ahead and build more houses for veterans. This would give 
them the authority to say, “You will either fix these fioors, or you will 
not get any more.” 

Senator Hitt. That is, you do not get any more of these contracts 4 

Representative Tracur. Yes. 

Senator Doveras. That is essential. 

Senator Hitz. You agree with that? 

Senator Doveias. Yes. 

Mr. Kine. The right to levy those suspensions has not been chal- 
lenged thus far. 

Senator Hitz. You would be fortified it it were written into the 
law? 

Mr. Kine. If it were challenged and if we could not maintain the 
challenge, since the Administrator is subject to civil action just as 
any other private citizen in respect to anything growing out of the 
loan guaranty program, we might be subject to a very sizable action 
for damage or an action for very sizable damages. 

Mr. Cosurn. Mr. King, may I ask a question? What is the mean- 
ing of the proviso where it says, “* * * theretofore entered into 
* “* #7? What is the date there? The proviso begins on line 16, 
beginning with the word “provided.” Will you explain that? 

Mr. Kine. That proviso, Mr. Coburn, was inserted by the House 
Veterans’ Affairs Committee. I believe the purpose of it, although I 
was not present—Congressman Teague perhaps could supply this— 
the purpose of it was to make sure that there would be no question 
as to the validity or the efficacy of outstanding guaranties. 

Now, to do justice, we have uniformly upheld the sanctity of an 
outstanding guaranty. It was an administrative necessity in order to 
induce participation. In order to make any lender willing to make 
these loans to veterans, we had to make sure that there could be no 
question of the validity of the guaranty once issued, unless there was 
proven misre presenti ition. 

Senator Hitt. Unless there was fraud in it ? 

Mr. Kine. Yes. This apparently is a provision inserted by some 
member of the Congress not comprehending fully the significance of 
what we have done in 7 years in that regard to m: ake sure that we would 
not overstep here and deny outstanding guaranties. If we denied out- 
standing guaranties arbitrarily, we c ould ruin an insurance company, 
for example. 

Mr. Copurn. Outstanding as of the date of this act? 

Mr. Kine. Outstanding as of the date we took this action. 

It would be hard to ruin the Metropolitan Life Insurance Co., 
but I believe they have put $600 million into their GI loan portfolio. 
At one time the Bank of America had more than 10 percent of its total 
assets invested in GI loans, over $600 million. 

Some other insurance companies might have 20 or 30 or 40 percent 
of their portfolio in GI loans. 

So Iam sure that it was a wise precaution to include that provision. 


There is one further provision, Mr. Chairman, that I would like to 
comment on, 
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Senator Hix. All right, what is it, sir? 

Mr. Kina. It is one that I overlooked in running over these pages. 
It appears on line 20, page 52, and makes it clear that we can rule 
out of the program any proposeél construction which is sponsored 
by one who has previously produced deficient housing which he has 
sold to veterans under this program, 

Senator Doveias. That is the corollary of Section 514, which men- 
tions that you can discontinue making loans to those who have bad 
records in the past. 

Mr. Kine. That is true. 

Senator DouGuas. Section D gives you the right to refuse appraisals 
for builders who have bad records in the past. 

Mr. Kine. Where we refuse to make an appraisal, Senator, I am 
sure you understand perfectly that that proscribes that unit com- 
pletely. There is no way it can come under the law. There is no way 
it can be sold to a veteran under this law. 

Senator Hiti. Are there any other comments, Mr. King? 

Mr. Kine. Regarding the particular provisions of the bill, Mr. 
Chairman, I would lke to call the attention of the committee to the 
comment which is included on pages 2 and 3 of the report attached 
to the Administrator’s letter of June 10, in which we point out that 
the language used beginning on line 20 of page 49 will be difficult to 
interpret administratively and may involve some inequities. That 
language is purposed to set up the standards which must be used 
in deciding whether a veteran of the Korean conflict, for example, i 
entitled to use the provisions of this bill. Someone in the House 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs wanted to make sure that the pro- 
visions or phraseology used here was intended to prevent repetitive 
use or duplication of use of these benefits, or a double benefit, where 
i man was a veteran of both periods of service, namely, World War 
Ii and the current period of service, so that he could not use his 
guarantee benefits twice. 

One of the Congressmen raised the question that a man who was 
coming me of the new conflict might need a home just as badly as he 
needed it before, despite the fact that he had had one before. They 
“nani to make sure that he could get another home under this 
program. 

We proposed that that purpose could largely be achieved by in- 
serting a proviso at the end of the draft then under consideration. 
That proviso appears in lines 5 through 9 on page 50 of this draft of 
the ball. 

But when we saw it emerge—I skipped a point here. 

We suggested that that be supplied in heu of the language appear 
ing beginning at line 1 of page 50 and which reads: 

or is the owner of property acquired through benefits accruing for 
prior service * * 

We found when the bill emerged that the proviso had been added 
but the other provision had not been deleted, so that we are some- 
what at a loss to know what the Congress intended in that regard, 
whether it was omission or an inadvertence. 

Representative Rogers. That was my amendment, and the lJan- 
guage was developed by the c ommittee and by some of the representa- 
tives of the Veterans’ Administration. The amendment that was of- 
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fered in the committee was to do the thing im at you said, and they 
provided the language. But I think, as you say, they overlooked leav- 
ing some of it out in this first section when the bill was printed. 

Mr. Kine. Well, the pros and cons and consequences of the text 
us it reads is discussed quite fully beginning on page 1 and continu 
ing through page 2 and part of page 3, or rather all of page 5, of the 
Administrator’s report which I have just called to the attention of 
the committee. 

Senator Doveias. May I ask this question? I would like to address 
it to both Congressman Teague and to Mr. King. 

Did you discover abuses of veterans being used as fronts in the 
veterans housing program to get the benefit of the low interest 
rate ¢ 

Representative Tracur. A little. 

Senator Doucias. And later reselling / 

Representative Tracur. In California, Senator, they advertised 
in the paper that they would buy veterans’ benefits on housing. They 
would buy the entitlement and use that. But that was the only place 
where I think we ran into it. 

Mr. Kine. I think that in San Diego the practice was significant. 
It was due, as it was given to me, to the fact that many veterans 
who had resumed service in the Navy had signed up for housing. Long 
before the housing was produced, they would be tr: ansferred some- 
where, so that there was a field there for that sort of thing. 

We endeavored to cure that situation by requiring a current state- 
ment at the time of the loan closing that the original applicant was 
going to occupy the house. 

Representative ‘TraGuUE. Senator, we found one boy in the peniten- 
tiary who had sold his entitlement. 

Senator Dovetas. I can understand how that situation arose. It 
was really through the needs of the reservists who were being called 
back into the service. 

Mr. Kine. Yes, sir. We have heard a number of statements over 
the 7-year interval, Senator, stating that that was being done, but 
we have not found, as the Congressman has stated, I believe, that that 
practice was prevalent enough to warrant any special action. 

Now, if we took special action and threw our book at them, all 
we could come up with would be an ignorant veteran. The rest of 
the boys involved would have been smart enough to have gotten 
out, : 

Secondly, is a very hard thing to attack because all that is re- 
quired under this law is that the applicant has the intention, when 
he applies, of occupying that house. There are many legitimate 
circumstances where, between the date of the application and the 
date of occupancy, which may be 18 months later, but usually is 
not, changes occur to alter the intent. 

Senator Dougias. Has anyone made a statistical study of what 
proportion of the veterans’ houses are - initially occupied by vet- 
erans but where the rights are sold by the veterans prior to occu- 
pancy ¢ 

Mr. Kine. No, sir, we have not made such a survey. 

Senator Hitt. Congressman, you speak of this as your amendment. 
| refer to the proviso there. Ww hat is your comment on the testi- 
mony ¢ 
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Representative Rogers. After reading it over again, I think this: 
The amendment reads: 

Provided, That any person who is eligible for the benefits of this title by vir- 
tue of active service prior to June 27,1950. * * * 

In other words, if he still has the right to get a home under an en- 
titlement he gained through service prior to June 27, 1950, he does not 
need additional entitlement. 

The amendment states further: 

* * * or is the owner of property acquired through benefits accruing for 
prior service * * *, 

In other words, if he owns a home that he acquired under those 
benefits, he shall not be eligible for additional benefits under this 
title. 

Now, this proviso was put in there stating “that any guaranty en- 
titlement used prior to reentry into service as to which the Administra- 
tor has incurred no loss and is no longer subject to contingent lability 
shall be restored to any veteran se parated from the service after June 
27, 1950.” 

Now, that was to take care of the boy who was called back in. Such 
persons ina great many instances are forced to sell the homes that they 
have had in order to obtain funds to take care of their families and to 
maybe move from one place to another. Or when they get out of the 
service the second time, they may want to sell their home because they 
have obtained employment in another city. 

Of course, unless you put that proviso in the bill it is going to knock 
them out. 

Senator Dovenas. These are the men who have served twice in com- 
parison to those who have served once. 

Representative Rogers. That is right. 

Senator Dove ras. That is very worthy. 

Representative Rogers. I think the language affords the protection 
we had in mind. We worked on it for quite a while. 

Mr. Kine. Do you mean the language which game ee the phrase 
“* * * or is the owner of property * * *” or the language of 
the proviso should be deleted ¢ 

Representative Rocrrs. No. I think that all of the language that 
is in here is necessary, because if a boy comes out of the service a second 
time and is the owner of property, certainly he should not be entitled 
to additional benefits in order to buy another home. 

Senator Doveras. He will have to give up his first home. Because 
of going into the service a second time, he should not be deprived of 
getting a home after he comes out. 

Representative Rogers. Now, this language was so drawn, Mr. 
King, that if when the boy comes out he is the owner of a home and 
sells that home, the time which will determine whether or not he is 
entitled to come unders this proviso is the time he makes his applica- 
tion rather than the time he is discharged from the service. 

Mr. Kine. Yes, sir. 

Congressman, one of the examples we point out here on page 3 of 
this report of the Administrator is that by that arrangement in the law 
you more or less impel the veteran to m: ake a fictitious sale. He may 
sell his home to his father and the day after or the month after he is 
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apt to use it again. The Administrator remains lable, we will say, 
on a $7,500 guaranty, and the veteran can buy another house any- 
where. The Administrator is liable. 

Representative Rogers. No, because in this language of the proviso 
we have taken care of that. It says: 


That any guaranty entitlement used prior to reentry into service as to wnich 
the Administrator has incurred no loss and is no longer subject to contingent 
aparece Ps ee, 

In other words, the veteran who accepts that housing is going to 
have to do that. He is going to have to get the person to whom he 
sells his home to assume that loan, and will have to require the mort- 
gagee to accept the purchaser as the primary obligor, before he 
Ww Ml be in a position to come under this proviso. 

Mr. Kina. Congressman, will you stay with me a little bit? 

Under interpretations that cover Dr. Eliot’s bookshelf, that would 
not be what would happen. Now, what you have stated to me is your 
intention. It will be taken care of completely by the proviso without 
the previous clause and would not have the inequities that the inclu- 
sion of both clauses involved, because, to be specific, that veteran, once 
having sold that home to one who assumes the loan, so that he is free 
and clear, has cleared the Administrator as well, so that he gets his 
$7,500 guaranty restored completely under the proviso on the next 
day. 

Representative Rogers. You mean to strike out the phrase “* 
or is the owner of property acquired * * ne 

Mr. King. Yes, sir. That is what we recommend. We feel a at a 
proviso is better calculated to supply what we understood to be tl 
intent. 

Representative Rogers. You mean, Mr. King, that the use of the 
language down here ** * * is no longer subject to contingent lia- 
bility * * *” would take care of the situation without the language 

concerning ownership of the home? 

Mr. Kine. Yes, sir. But in some respects it is more exclus 
more stringent than the language here. 

So the only thing I can recommend, sitting here, Congressman, is 
that you study the details supplied in the Administrator’s report to 
see which way you like it. 

Senator Dove tas. Mr. Chairman, would it not be a good idea for 
the Congressman and a member of the staff to work out a language 
mutually satisfactory on this point ¢ 

Senator Hix. I think that would be very helpful. If you gentle- 
men can do that, we will move on to your next proposition, Mr. King. 

Mr. King. Mr. Chairman, that concludes all I would like to point 
out to this committee about this bill, except to state that after all of 
the forebodings that went into the origination of this law, and after 
more than 7 years of its operation, most all observers are astounded 
at the experience factor that has evolved. They still cannot quite 
believe that the program has not resulted in a tremendous burden 
on the Government which burden would have have been experi- 
enced already. 

The Government still has a tremendous contingent li: ibility under 
this program running currently some $8 billion or more. But as it 


20932-—52 9 





124 VETERANS READJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1952 


has worked out to date no one would have forecast in 1945 that it could 
have worked out anywhere nearly as well as it has. 

Senator Douaias. Of course, it has been in a period of rising prices 
and full employment. Both this program and the FHA have to be 
tested, if we are to be so unfortunate as to have a period of depression 
and high unemployment in such a period. 

Mr. Kine. Had it been any other period, Senator, the story would 
have been very, very different. Asa matter of fact, in the first budget 
request that I framed when I became Director in 1946 I contemplated 
a 2-percent default factor or claims factor in the first year. I was 
as optimistic as anybody living at the time. If it had not been for 
the economic period through which this program has passed, it would 
have been a very different story. 

Senator Dovéias. While we are very happy that things have gone 
so well, we should not ignore the fact that there may be rough w rater 
ahead with some rocks in the river. 

Mr. Kine. That is very true. 

Mr. Datry. Mr. Chairman, you have asked that the staff prepare 
oe ge related to the matter under discussion. In connection with 
that I do not think the judgment has been made as to whether or 
not it is intended with respect to the proviso langnage that the veteran 
to whom the guaranty is restored shall have the tine limitations 
prescribed by the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act or the time limita- 
tion within which to avail himself of his guaranty which is provided 
by the proposed bill. In other words, whether he shall have up to 
1956 under title II of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act or 10 years 
beyond the end of the emergency period. 

Senator Hin. What is your intent on that ? 

Representative Ropcers. My intent on that was to carry it on, in 
other words, that he comes in under the same rights that are guar- 
anteed in this act to the veteran insofar as the housing is concerned. 
I think that point is well taken and probably should be pinpointed 
here in this particular study. 

Senator Hiri, When you write your language put that date in 
if you will. 

All right, is there anything else ? 

Representative Tracur. Mr. King, would you object to a provision 
for a standard contract form in this bill? One of the biggest head- 
aches as far as the veterans are concerned has been the small print 
in every kind of a contract. 

Senator Doveras. Let us get away from small print. We had small 
print in the debenture bonds which were unloaded on the American 
public prior to 1929. The people thought they were getting a bond 
based on assets, and they discovered that they were getting merely 
a bond based upon earnings, which is a very di flerent thing. 

Representative Tracur. It seems to me that, if we establish a stand 
ard contract so that veterans throughout the country knew what that 
contract was and what it says, that would do away with a lot of 
troubles that the veterans have had. 

Senator Hii. What are the chances on that, Mr. ee 

Mr. Kina. Mr. Chairman, my answer is this: I do not object to 
anything that goes in this bill. We are trying to serve the intent of 
Congress as expressed in this bill. We can administer such a pro 
posal, but IT would like to point out just offhand that there are two 
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considerations which should be addressed to the attention of the 
Congress. 

One is that were we to require a standard contract, we would have 
to make that contract very tight or else we would be indictable on 
review and when called to account. Our doing so would produce 
causatively the reaction on the part of the builders which Congress- 
man Rogers and yourself, Congressman Teague, have expressed here 
as being the sentiment voiced by others, namely, that you would pre 
clude veterans from getting housing. The builders would go aie 
where. 

Secondly, that would impose very considerable administrative com 
plications on the Veterans’ Administration. We will try to get the 
lawyers, if that provision is written into the bill. 

Senator Hint. Well, it is evident then that you prefer to see it not 
written in, to be frank about it 7 

Mr. Kine. I would prefer, personally, Mr. Chairman, that we be 

tllowed to frame policies based upon the powers that are contained in 
this bill. I think that where there are serious deficiencies in some small 
percentage of cases currently—whether it is 1, 2,3, 4,5, or 6 percent, J 
don’t know, but it is certainly not greater than that—these provisions 
will close those up by half at least. I doubt that anything written into 
the law will close them all up because it is the human factor at a 
given point in the field that carries out the law which you gentlemen 
put on the statute books. Where the man in the field slips up in any 
way at all, either in competence or in integrity. the Inw fails down, 
and you are locking the barn door after the horse is stolen. 

Senator Hitz. Is there anvthing else, Mr. Teacue / 

Representative Tragur. No, sir. 

Senator Hitt. Congressman Rogers. do you want to make a further 
statement ¢ 

Representative Rogers. I think that is : [ have to say, Senator. 
Thank you, sir. 

Senator Hirt. Is there anvthing else from the Veterans’ Admin 
istration ? 

Mr. Datery. No, sit 

Senator Hinu. We want to 7 ink you gentlemen very, very much 

Our next witness. I believe. is Mr. Wilber Cohen from the Social 
Security Administration. Mr. Gahseai: I believe vou are going to 
address yourself to title TV. 


STATEMENT OF WILBER COHEN, TECHNICAL ADVISER TO THE 
COMMISSIONER FOR SOCIAL SECURITY 


Mr. Conen. That is right, sir. 

Senator Hitt. You may proceed in your own way, sir. 

Mr. Conen. My name is W bur Cohen. I am technical adviser to 
the Commissioner for Social See uritvy, Federal Security Agency. 

Title 1V relates to the credits under the Federal old-age and sur 
vivors Insurance system. 

Under the 1950 amendments to the Social Security Act, military 
service credits equal to $160 per month of service were given for mili 
tary service during World War IT. That period e nded by statute in 
1947. 
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This title IV picks up beginning with June 27, 1950, beginning 
with the Korean conflict, and gives the same credits on substantially 
the same basis as were given for W orld War IT veterans. 

Now, the main problem that arises by virtue of this section is that 
there is therefore a gap between the period 1947 and 1950. This point 

vas brought to the attention of the House committee, but they thought 
that since this bill was directed entirely to the problems arising out tof 
the Korean conflict they should make the effective date 1950. 

Now, if I may, Senator, I would like to discuss the parliamentary 
situation on this matter. 

Senator Hitt. All right, go ahead. 

Mr. Conen. At about the same time general social security amend- 
ments were considered by the House Ways and Means Committee, as 
I believe perhaps Mr. Teague and others can tell you, there was 
consultation between the two committees about these proposals. The 
House Ways and Means Committee indicated that it was perfectly all 
right for the Veterans’ Committee to go ahead on these military service 
credits at that time. 

But, as [ said, the Veterans’ Committee felt that they could only 
begin the date in 1950 to be consistent with their philosophy that this 
was a Korean conflict bill. However, the House Ways and Means 
Committee did include in H. R. 7800 substantially the same provisions 
but going back and filling in the gap right up to World War II, that 
is, making these credits begin in 1947, 

That bill, as you know, came up in the House under suspension of 
rules on May 19 but did not get the necessary two-thirds majority. It 
is coming up again on this Mond: ay in the House. 

Therefore, Senator, our feeling is that should H. R. 7800 pass on 
Monday and come to the Senate and the Senate Finance Committee 
gives favorable consideration to H. R. 7800, we would prefer to have 
the provisions in H. R. 7800 rather than the part provisions in title 
IV of this bill. 

It is therefore our suggestion that perhaps, if you — wise to do 
so, you should delete title IV from this bill. If H. R. 7800 were not 
passed by the Senate or enacted, the issue would still Becca 

Senator Hitz. It would be in conference where we could deal with it. 

Mr. Conen. And if H. R. 7800 did not pass, you could then put it 
back in conference. So I think no rights would be adversely affected, 
and certainly our position would be that if H. R. 7800 were not passed 
we would prefer to have this. 

Senator Hixu. And it could be restored in conference ? 

Mr. Conen. Yes, sir. 

I would be glad to go into a discussion of the details. But sub- 
stantially, outside of a few minor changes, it is the same provision 
as Congress enacted in 1950 for the veterans of World War IT. 

Senator Hitz. There are no material changes so far as the benefits 
and the provisions are concerned ? 

Mr. Counen. No, sir. I do feel that the provisions in H. R. 7800 are 
much more satisfying than these provisions by virtue of the closing of 
the gap. 

In other words, as we told the Veterans’ Affairs Committee, if title 
IV should be passed in this bill, we would still feel that we would have 
to come back to Congress to close the gap between 1947 and 1950, be- 
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cause otherwise a number of inequities and anomalies will arise be- 
vause of that gap. 

Senator Hm. Let me ask this of the gentlemen of the House: The 
House is definitely going to take this bill up, that is, H. R. 7800? 

Representative Rogers. It is my understanding that that is so. 

Representative Tracur. The House i is going to take it up, but I do 
not think it is definite that it is going to pass. 

Senator Hint. Off the record. 

(There was a discussion off the record.) 

Senator Hitz. Are there any questions you gentlemen of the House 
want to raise while Mr. Cohen is here? 

Representative Rogers. I think not. 

Representative Treaaur. No, sir. 

Mr. Conen. I might say, Mr. Senator, to amplify, that I know there 
is unanimity among all groups as far as the old-age and survivors 
insurance credits are concerned. I know of no dissent in that respect. 
That was threshed out in 1950. 

Senator Hinz. I will tell you what you might do for us, Mr. Cohen. 
You might prepare a memorandum, a brief summary listing just 
exactly what title IV does. We will put that in our hearings. Then 
if the situation works out where we do not strike out title 1V, we will 
have that summary. 

Mr. Conen. All right, sir. 

Representative Rogers. My thought is that the $31 provision is 
very dangerous. General Devereux has worked pretty hard around 
the House on that, and that. is one reason why he voted against the bill. 

Senator Doveias. You mean the $31 provision for the New York 
State colleges which have no charges? I think it is only in New 
York where the tuition is absolutely free. 

Representative Tracur. There are also such schools in a couple of 
other States. 

Representative Rogers. If you take the $31 provision out, it is 
not going to hurt anybody. But I think it is going to hurt the entire 
program more if you do not take it out for the reason that the $31 is 
being taken out of the veteran’s pocket and he will feel that he is 
being discriminated against when he finds that the man next door 
who did not go to fight in the war is not being required to pay that fee. 

Senator Pasrore. An institution of that character which charges 
a fee of, let us say, $200 will be confined to that fee because it is a 
well-established fee, while an institution that charges nothing would 
be getting more than $200, I me: m that in an institution that charges 
$250 the veteran will be limited to $250 and that is all the veteran will 
have to pay. 

Representative Rogers. Under this provision, the amount paid 
would be much greater than the semester rates that have been charged, 
and the veteran is going to feel pretty badly. I think it is a matter 
that the States ought to decide for themselves. I think that if the 
State schools want to charge veterans $31 a month they ought to 
charge the others as well. 

Senator Huu. I have here, gentlemen, a listing from the Office of 
Education which indicates these figures : 

The average income per student from tuition and fees for the 
period 1949-50 for all institutions was $263.98. For publicly con- 
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trolled institutions, the average income was $169.30. In the case of 
privately controlled institutions, the average income was $362.38. 

For all students, the figure is $263.98. For nonveteran students the 
figure is $218.49. For veteran students, it is $360.28. 

I think we will put this statement in the record. 

( The statement referred to is as follows :) 


OFFICE OF EDUCATION 
Average income per student from tuition and fees, 1949-50 
{ 1 i 


All institutions sais sii be eal er aiapecterenns gs a 
Publicly controlled i ae oo 2 cam sae 
Privately controlled a — - 3 eta . 862.38 
All students Lis \ te : ; j =e ; 2638. 98 
Nonveteran students bese ; ; o . hte) Se a 
Veteran students a , . SS nee ats 360, 28 
All students sisi ; ; ; 263. 98 
Public universities, colleges, or professional schools . 187.68 
Private universities, colleges, or professional schools_- keaenescite 360, 42 
Public teachers colleges. __- oe Cae d : ‘ 153. 41 
Private teachers colleges______ " te ne .. 018.42 
Public junior colleges arn ; 92. 4s 
Private junior colleges . 415.65 


Average monthly expenditure under Public Law 346 as of December 31, 1951, 
for tuition, books, and subsistence is $101 per trainee, 


Senator Hitz. Off the record. 

(‘There was a discussion off the record.) 

Representative Tracur. The effective date of this thing was Septem- 
ber 1. 1952. We have found out that there are a large number of 
schools that go back into session in August, the last week in August, 


so that the effective date should be changed. 

Senator Hits. All right. Mr. Coburn, will vou please be sure to 
make a note of that. 

Senator Doveias. Since Congressman Teague and Congressman 
Rogers have worked so closely with us on this, I suggest that they 
be invited to sit with us when we write up the bill. 

Senator Hiti. It was my intention to do that. 

Mr. Copurn. And Mr. Oliver Meadows, who has done a great deal 
of work on the bill. 

Senator Hitt. When we say these gentlemen, we mean all of their 
brain trusters with them, 

Representative Teacur. We worked in the educational field, Senator. 
We had nothing to do with the other features. 

Senator Hitt. The committee will be in recess now until 10:3 
tomorrow morning. 

(Whereupon, at 12 noon, a recess was taken, the subcommittee to 
reconvene at 10:50 a, m., Friday, June 13, 1952.) 
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FRIDAY, JUNE 13, 1952 


Untrep States SENATE, 
SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ EpUCATION 
\ND REHABILITATION BEeNeErIts OF THE COMMITTEE 
oN Lasor AND Pusiic WELFARE, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10:30 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room 
F-42, the Capitol, Hon. Lister Hill (chairman of the subcommittee ) 
presiding. 

Present : Senators Hill and Douglas. 

Also present: Representative Olin E. Teague; James A. McKenna, 
secretary to Senator Pastore; William H. Coburn, chief clerk; and 
Paul H. Menk, professional staff member. 

Senator Hiri. The subcommittee will come to order. 

We are glad to have you, Congressman. I believe you wanted to 
make an insertion. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM L. SPRINGER, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ILLINOIS—Resumed 


Representative Springer. That is right, sir. 

[ want to insert the revised Springer amendment to I]. R. 7656 
and state in just a few words, in substance, that this revision pays 
in a lump sum to the college or university the tuition, instead of its 
being paid monthly, as under the amendment that was submitted 
the other day. I believe that this limits some of the objections of the 
Veterans’ Administration, this particular type of amendment. 

May I say that this was worked over yesterday completely, word 
by word, with the House legislative counsel, and has their approval. 
I state that for the record. 

Senator Hirt. Thank you. We were glad to have you, Congress- 
man. 

That will go in the record at this point. 

(The amendment referred to follows :) 


REVISED SPRINGER AMENDMENT TO H. R. 7656 


Page 14, line 3, strike the words “tuition, fees,” 

Page 16, line 9, strike out the words “or (f)” and insert “or” before the letter 
“(a>"" 

Page 16, line 12, strike the figure “$110” and insert in lieu thereof the figure 
“SQ”, 

Page 16, line 14, strike the figure “S150” and insert in lieu thereof the figure 
“$120”. 

Page 16, line 17, strike the figure “SSO” and insert in lieu thereof the figure 
“$60”. 


129 
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oo 16, line 18, strike the figure “$110” and insert in lieu thereof the figure 
“$90”. 

Page 16, line 21, strike the figure “$50” and insert in lieu thereof the figure 
“$40”. 

Page 16, line 23, strike the figure “$70” and insert in lieu thereof the figure 
“$60”. 

Page 19, strike lines 8 through 15. 

Page 19, line 16, striké the letter “(g)” and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘(f)”. 

Page 19, strike out lines 23 and 24 and insert the following: “training, no 
education and training allowance or tuition and fees allowance shall be paid to 
such veteran, or on his behalf, under this title ;” 

Page 20, line 5, after the word “training” insert the following: “and shall be 
in addition to any tuition and fees allowance payable to an education institutian 
on his behalf under Part V of this Title.” 

Page 20, line 14, strike the letter “(h)” and insert in lieu thereof “(g)” 

Page 22, line 5, insert a period after the word “therein”, and strike all the 
remaining words in the paragraph, beginning with the word “except” in line 5 
and ending with the word “course” in line 13. 


> 


Page 22, after line 13, insert the following: 
V’arv V—PAYMENTS TO EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS TUITION AND FEES ALLOWANCE 


Sec, 241. (a) The Administrator shall pay to the educational institution a 
tuition and fees allowance on behalf of each eligible veteran enrolled in such 
institution who is entitled to receive an education and training allowance coin- 
puted under section 232 (a), to meet, in whole or in part, his expenses for tuition 
and fees. Such allowance shall be paid for each period with respect to which 
the eligible veteran is entitled to receive an education and training allowance. 

(b) No tuition and fees allowance shall be paid on behalf of an eligible 
veteran with respect to any period during which— 

(1) the eligible veteran is not entitled to receive an education and training 
allowance computed under section 232 (a), or 

(2) the institution charges or receives from the eligible veteran any 
amount in excess of the established charges for tuition and fees which the 
institution requires similarly circumstanced nonveterans enrolled in the 
same course to pay. 


COMPUTATION OF TUITIONS AND FEES ALLOWANCE 


Sec. 242. (a) Subject to the limitations contained in subsection (b), the tuition 
and fees allowance payable on behalf of an eligible veteran shall be paid at a 
rate equal to the established charges for tuition and fees which the institution 
requires similarly circumstanced nonveterans enrolled in the same course to pay, 
except that, where the Administrator finds that more than three-fourths of the 
students enrolled in the course in which the veteran is enrolled are having all 
or any part of their tuition and fees paid to or for them by the educational 
institution or the Veterans’ Administration under Part VIT or Part VIII of 
Veterans Regulation Numbered 1 (a) or this Title, such payments shall be at a 
rate which the Administrator determines to be a fair and reasonable charge for 
tuition and fees for such course. 

(b) No tuition and fees allowance paid on behalf of an eligible veteran 
shall exceed— 

(1) the rate of $360 for an ordinary school year, if the veteran’s program 
is pursued on a full-time basis, 

(2) the rate of $270 for an ordinary school year, if the veteran’s program 
is pursued on a three-quarter time hasis, 

(3) the rate of $180 for an ordinary school year, if the veteran’s program 
is pursued on a half-time basis, or 

(4) the rate of either (A) the established charges for tuition and fees 
which the institution requires similarlv cirecumstanced nonveterans enrolled 
in the same course to pay, or (B) $110 per month for a full-time course, 
whichever is the lesser, if the veteran’s program is pursued on a less than 
half-time basis. 


PAYMENT OF TUITION AND FEES ALLOWANCE 


Sec. 248. Payments of tuition and fees allowances shall be made to educational 
institutions by the Administrator on the basis of vouchers (which shall be in 
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such form and contain such information as the Administrator shall prescribe) 
issued by the institution to the veteran and transmitted by him to the Admin- 
istrator. Such vouchers shall cover tuition and fees for a semester or other 
standard and recognized academic unit of time. 

Page 49, line 9, after the word “allowance” insert the following: “or tuition 
and tees allowance.” 

Renumber all figures in title II of the bill starting on page 22, line 14. Thus 
the figure part V on line 14, page 22 will become “Part VI’, and the figure 
“241 (a)” on line 16, page 22 will become “341 (a)”, and so on. 

Representative Sprincer. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Hitt. We appreciate your coming over. If you have any 
further thoughts or suggestions, let us have them. 

Now, gentlemen, we have with us this morning an old friend and 
former colleague from the House of Representatives, and I think 
one of the finest and ablest public servants that this Government has 
ever been so fortunate as to have, the Comptroller General, Hon. 
Lindsay Warren. 


Mr. Warren, will you just proceed in your own way now? 


STATEMENT OF HON. LINDSAY C. WARREN, COMPTROLLER GEN- 
ERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, ACCOMPANIED BY ROBERT F. 
KELLER, ASSISTANT TO THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL; CHARLES 
E. ECKERT, LEGISLATIVE ATTORNEY; AND W. H. SMITH, 
ATTORNEY 


Mr. Warren. I have a very short statement, Senator. Perhaps you 
would prefer that I read it. 
Senator Hiu.. That will be fine. You may proceed. 


Mr. Warren. I want to express my appreciation to the committee 
for the opportunity to appear in connection with this important piece 
of legislation. 

The General Accounting Office will file a formal report on the bill 
which will cover the provisions in some detail. If there is no objection, 
I will confine myself to the principles of the bill that deal with the 
method of payments, and the review and accounting for such payments. 

As this committee is aware, the General Accounting Office conducted 
an extensive survey of the veterans’ educational program under the 

1944 GI bill of rights, and submitted a report of its findings to the 
Congress last July. The survey disclosed that questionable practices 
existed at approximately 65 percent of the institutions and establish- 
ments examined. 

Senator Hiiu. Sixty-five percent ? 

Mr. Warren. That is correct. 

Senator Dovetas. How many did you examine? 

Mr. Keer. The survey covered about 11 States, Senator. Several 
hundred schools were examined. We think it represented a cross 
section of all schools participating in the educational program, but it 
was by no means a complete survey of each and every institution. 

Senator Hint. But you think it was a good cross section ? 

Mr. Keuirr. We think so, yes. 

Mr. Warren. A good sampling. 

This situation was found to exist in all types of schools at all levels 
of education. Also, the House Select Committee To Investigate Edu- 
cational Training and Loan Guaranty Programs under the GI bill— 
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under the able leadership of Congressman Teague of Texas—found 
even more abuses, both with respect to administration by the Veterans’ 
Administration and with respect to excessive payments to the educa- 
tional institutions. It is my view that these reports show conclusively 
that many of the educational and training institutions of this coun- 
try considered the GI bill as an open invitation to raid the Treasury. 
I might point out that Dr. Robert B. Stewart, vice president and 
treasurer of Purdue University, and Chairman of the Advisory Board 
to the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs, testified before the Teague 
committee that with respect to our public institutions, the legislatures 
of the States generaliy required their institutions to get the maximum 
return from the Federal Government in connection with the education 
of veterans. I have little doubt that as a cure for this situation and 
for substantial economic reasons, the drefters of this bill provided for 
direct payment of the allowances to the veteran. 

I feel that the proposal vo make the «lowances payable directly to 
the veteran presents a more realistic and practical approach to the 
desired objective. This will give the veteran a stake in his education; 
will make him aware of the cost element attached thereto; and will 
afford him an opportunity to see that he is fairly treated and is not 
charged more for services received than the amount charged non- 
veterans, as was the general practice under the GI bill. Also, there 
should not be overlooked the fact that this method of payment should 
result in tremendous savings as a result of the elimination of admin- 
istrative detail. The vast amounts of detail encountered in the nego- 
tiation of contracts with educational institutions, the auditing and 
checking of monthly bills from thousands of educational institutions, 
and the constant review by the Veter: ans’ \dministration of cost data 
of institutions seeking to establish or chenge tuition rates or charges 
will be eliminated almost entire ly 

For these reasons, I am convinced that the direct payment to vet- 
erans of the allowances proposed will be a benefit both to the Govern- 
ment and to the veteran, 

Iam particularly concerned with section 261 (a) of the bill, which 
provides that payments under title IT will be subject to audit and 
review bv the General Accounting Office. During consideration of 
this legislation by the House committee, I urged consistently that 
provision be included in the legislation which would make payments 
to veterans of the educational allowances subject to normal andit and 
review by the General Accounting Office instead of being subjected 
to the so-called “finality” statutes, which provide that decisions of 
the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs rel: ating to payments to veter 
ans under acts administered by the Veterans’ Administration are fina] 
and conclusive and not subject to review by any other agenev. Not 
withstanding strong opposition by the Administrator of Veterans’ 
Affairs, the House committee saw fit to adopt such a provision, and 
it was retained in the bill when passed by the House of Representa 
tives. 

The Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs in opposing the provision 
for normal audit and review by the General Accounting Office has 
taken the position that such a provision will cause delay in the issu- 
ance of necessary regulations and cause innumerable overpayments: 
that it will interefere with successful and efficient administration : 
and that an independent audit will tend to minimize payments, where- 
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as if the Administrator has final authority, payments will be liberal- 
ized, 

The Administrator’s statement that to make payments under the 
proposed program subject to review by the General Accounting Office 
will result in delay and cause innumerable overpayments is entirely 
without merit. I can see no earthly reason for any interference with 
the normal operations of the program. Cert: uinly if a review is af- 
forded the regulations and decisions of the Administrator there should 
be no repetition of the record of the Administration under the present 
GI educational program. As the Congress well knows, that program 
was riddled with delays, conflicting decisions, decisions reversing 
prior decisions and having retroactive effect, as well as administrative 
actions which required cor rection by the Congress. 

To contend that a review by the Gener: al Accounting Office will 
result in innumerable overpayments borders on the ridiculous. I 
know of no agency of the Government which, in my opinion, has a 
record of overpayments or questionable ets ative practices equal 
to that of the Veterans’ Administration. 

I wish to emphasize that and to underscore it. 

The record of the existing educational program will show estab 
lished overpayments well over $50 million, This does not include 
millions of dollars of payments of doubtful legality made under ad- 
ministrative direction and regulation. Let us take for example the 
policy adopted by the Veterans’ Administration with respect to leave 
eranted veterans enrolled in schools. This matter was the subject 
of a report by the Hardy committee of the House of Represe ntatives. 
That committee found that notwithstanding the prov isions of the GI 
bill granting leave “up to 30 days in a calendar year,” the Veterans’ 
Administration, by regulation, provided for payme nt to veterans for 
poner of leave by granting 15 days’ leave between semesters and 15 

days leave err completion of the school year, or even after oradu 
if you please, in addition to the normal absences allowed by 
the institution. In commenting on this point the Hardy committee 
in its report stated: 

The only donht is whether 
d a construction which transcended a 
ilm of legality And in considering tha hase of the p lem 

ittee is inclined toe the view that if the C ress had inte: rial 
au iho rity for the payment of subsistence during a period after a veteran had 
finished his course and left the school, sueh a grant would have been sp 


out in clear and unmistakable language—not found in the present statue : 

The committee estimated that the policy adopted by the Veterans’ 
Administration in allowing leave after completion of courses and 
after periods of enrollment cost the Government in excess of S80 
million from 1947 to 1950. 

The position taken by the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs that 
a review of the payments will result in divided responsibility and 
militate against successful and efficient administration of the program 
is Without any foundation. To my mind, such a review would result 
ina much more successful and efficient operation. If an independent 
review is afforded the payments, the General Accounting Office, as the 
agent of the Congress, will be in a position to consider applicable 
administrative rulings and regulations at the time of their promulga- 
tion to the same extent as the rulings and regulations of the various 
other departments of the Government are subject to consideration. 
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Senator Hin. May I interrupt you there? In other words, what 
you are asking is the same authority in the exercise of the same power 
that you have today with reference to all other agencies? 

Mr. Warren. Yes, sir. 

This necessarily will permit determination of any questionable mat- 
ters in the first instance without long delays and retroactive adjust- 
ments as was so often the case under the many conflicting decisions 
issued by the Administrator under the existing program. 

Under section 261 (a) of the bill, the General Accounting Oftice 
will not make a preaudit of each payment of allowance to an entitled 
veteran. To the contrary, the audit will be a postaudit following the 
procedures laid down by the Budget and Accounting Procedures Act 
of 1950. The audit will be aimed to give an over-all view of the 
financial operations of the Veterans’ Administration under the pro- 
gram, and at the same time to include a limited number of examina- 
tions of individual transactions to a degree that will enable a deter- 
mination that Government funds are being expended in compliance 
with all applicable laws, regulations, and deci ‘isions. 

In a letter to the House Committee on Veterans’ Affairs dated April 
24, 1952, the Administrator made a statement to the effect that the 
Comptroller General is responsible for minimizing payments out of 
appropriated funds, whereas the Adminstrator in carrying out the 
beneficial purposes of veterans’ laws is rather naturally inclined to 
take a liberal view in constructing such statutes. I can think of no 
better agreement for not giving the Administrator final authority 
over payments which would be made under the proposed legislation 
than his own representations on this point. 

If the Administrator means that I would limit payments to those 
authorized by the legislation and not condone expenditures clearly 
beyond the purposes and intent of the Congress—as has been the sit- 
uation in some cases in the past, appare ntly under the guise of his 
“liberal view”—he is correct. If the only criticism I ever receive 
is for carrying out this purpose, I will have no concern. To my mind 
there is a clear responsibility of both the Comptroller General and the 
Administrator to decide any issue in accordance with the law to insure 
not only that all benefits afforded by the legislation are granted but, 
also, that expenditures thereunder are limited to those authorized 
by the Congress. 

The question of finality of administrative action over payments 
made by our Government has never been more important or more in 
the public spotlight than today. We are all aware of the shocking 
scandals that are being uncovered. In practically every case that 
has been developed you will find a degree of finality of action in the 
department or agency involved. The Bureau of Internal Revenue 
has final authority over tax matters; the Department of Justice has 
a broad discretionary authority over legal actions both for and against 
the United States. "The Commodity C ‘redit Corporation, as a govern- 
ment.corporation, is free from the usual laws governing the expendi- 
ture of public funds. The record speaks for itself as to what has 
happened in these cases. 

The time has come when Congress must squarely face the issue as 
to whether it is going to continue the granting of almost unlimited 
authority to the executive branch of the Government. I have con- 
tinually made my position clear. I have called the attention of the 
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Congress to the constant attempts being made to remove the financial 
controls and checks vested in the legislative branch, leaving the execu- 
tive to do as it wills in its spending actions. To the extent that 
Congress enacts such legislation, it relinquishes its control over pub- 
lie expenditures, For this reason I have always urged that the Con- 
gress examine all legislation with the utmost care, in order that it 
not divest itself, except under extremely emergent conditions, of its 
inherent powers over government exper nditures. 

I urge the Committee to consider carefully this question of finality 
over the payments to be made. The retention of the provision in the 
bill, which will subject the payments to the normal review and audit 
afforded Government expenditures, will allow the Congress to retain 
a real measure of control over those expenditures. This cannot help 
but serve the best interest of the veterans and the taxpayers, both of 
whom have a tremendous stake in the program. And last, but fai 
from least, the provision will provide the means to insure that the 
program is carried out in accordance with the policies laid down by 
the Congress. 

Senator Hint. Any questions, Senator Douglas ¢ 

Senator Doveias. Mr. Warren, you mentioned the excessive leave 
with pay which was granted, as one of the abuses which the Veterans’ 
Administration practiced, but you did not name any other abuses. 
Would you be willing to summarize for the record some of these 
other abuses ¢ 

Mr. Ketter. Senator. if l may answer that. 1 would like to submit 
the GAO survey report from the record. You will find it replete 
with examples of the practices to which you refer. 

Senator Hitz. Is there any summation there ‘ 

Mr. Ecxerr. There is a summary of a few pages which goes into 
the general areas. 

Representative Tracur. Let me read you about three, Senator: 

Colleges increase tuition 500 percent or more. 

University collects double tuition. 

Nonresident rate of tuition paid for resident veterans, 

Tuition payments by VA result in cash refunds to students. 

Payments by VA to land-grant colleves duplicate payments by other 
“vencies, 

Other overpayments. 

And under that : 

Tuition (including related fees). 

Books, supplies, and equipment. 

Overpayments of subsistence resulting from leave pois adopted by the VA 

Senator Hitz, That is from the Comptroller General's report, and 
not from the Teague committee report ¢ 

Representative Treacur. That is right. It is a final report. 

Mr. Ketier. I believe Mr. Teague’s committee found the same: 
things in even more cases. 

Senator Hitz. Let use identify this for the record. 

This is House Committee Print No. 160, Eighty-second Congress, 
first session, “General Accounting Office Report of Survey—Veterans’ 
Education and Training Program.” It is further captioned *Re- 
port by the Chief of Investigations of the General Accounting Office 
of a Survey of Operations of the Veterans’ Administration Relating 
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to Education and Training under the Act of 1944, Known as “The GI 
Bill of Rights’.” 

All right. 

Are there any other questions, Senator Douglas? 

Senator Doveras. One other question, if I may. 

Near the bottom of page 5 of Mr. Warren’s testimony, there is men- 
tioned his intention “to include a limited number of examinations of 
individual transactions to a degree that will enable a determination 
that Government funds are being expended in compliance with all 
applicable laws, regulations, and decisions.” 

Then you are not proposing to audit the payment to each individual 
veteran ¢ 

Mr. Warren. No. That would be impracticable. We would take 
a liberal sampling. 

The extent, Senator, would depend on how well the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration itself did their job in establishing the proper controls 
and safeguards. 

Senator Dovetas. Do you have any idea of what percentage you 
would use as a sample, roughly? 

Mr. Warren. Well, that would be quite difficult to say until we 
see what procedures the Veterans’ Administration adopts. Certainly 
the record shows their present procedures are entirely inadequate and 
do not protect the public funds. 

Senator Hin. Any further questions, Senator? Congressman 
Teague ? 

Representative Treaccr. Senator, let me read you one little thing 
out of this: 

Tuition paid subsequent to date of last attendance; tuition paid after 
veteran's entitlement (period of schooling authorized by law, based on length 
of service in the Armed Forces) had been exhausted: payments of tuition where 
veterans had registered but did not attend classes; payments obtained through 
collusion and fraud: tuition paid for veterans attending school under scholar- 
ships; payments of tuition based on erroneous or excessive cost and payments 
of fees apparently not contemplated by statutes, such as one school’s charge of 
a flat fee of $35 per student for “new construction” when the Government had 
borne 45 percent of the original cost of the construction, prior to inception of 
the veterans’ program; and payment of student-activity and health-service fees 
which, under State law, were optional rather than required. 

Senator Hm. Mr. Warren, the language in the bill as passed by 
the House of Representatives is what you recommended ? 

Mr. Warren. We very strongly recommended the language. 

Senator Hitt. You very strongly recommended it, and it is in line 
with the provisions with reference to the general operation of the 
Government and the operation of the different agencies of the Gov 
ernment; is that not true? 

Mr. Warren. That is correct, and it is also in line with the recent 
legislation passed by the Congress. 

Senator Hint. You mean under the act of 1950? 

Mr. Warren. Yes. The Budget and Accounting Procedure <Act 
of 1950. The primary purpose of that act is full disclosure—full dis- 
closure for the benefit of the executive branch, full disclosure for the 
benefit of the Congress, and full disclosure, if you please, for the 
benefit of the American taxpayer. And contained in that same legis- 
lation are provisions for what is known as a comprehensive audit, 
something that the Congress has never had in past years. 





VETERANS READJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1952 137 


And I might say that the first comprehensive audit, and one of the 
reasons that moved the Congress to adopt general legislation to that 
effect, was the General Accounting comprehensive audit of the former 
Maritime Commission, which report was unanimously upheld by a 
congressional committee after full and complete hearings. 

That committee wound up by saying that the man who made the 
audit and who had charge of the audit for the General Accounting 
Office had proven conclusively to the congressional committee that 
he knew more about the Maritime Commission than all the members 
of the Commission and all of its employees put together. I hope 
that by the end of 3 years we will have the entire Government under 
what is known as a comprehensive audit. We are making audits by 
agencies. That is what I believe the Congress desires. 

Senator Hitz. You find, then, that the work of your office has been 
very much increased, do you not? 

Mr. Warren. Oh, yes. 

Senator Hitt. Now, it may not be exactly germane to the point at 
issue here, but, you know, the Senate does not adhere much to ger- 
maneness. I wish for this record you would state how many em- 
ployees you had several years ago and how many you have now. 

Mr. Warren. On April 15, 1946, we had a peak number of em- 
ployees of 14,994. As of today, we have about 6,200. 

I might say to you, Senator, that this reduction was not made by 
any instruction from the Congress but by a constant survey of our 
methods. We are doing today, in my Judgment, a hundred times 
better job with 6,200 e mploye 's than we ever did with 15,000. 

I would like to add just this. It has been a long hard pull but I 
have been able to develop and to bring into the General Accounting 
Office, from the outside and to gather around me in my personal staff, 
a staff that is without a peer today in the enti 
they are the ones that I would like to pay tril 

Senator Hint. Your salaries are about the same 
ernment departments, are they not, Mr. Warren ¢ 

Mr. Warren. Well, our salaries are higher now than t! 
be, but they are under the Classification Act, and , 
no higher salaries to its people than those paid by other agenci 
comparable work. We are only sending’ eople into the avencies W ho 
know their job, and who can sit there on equal terms. 

Senator Hiti, And who are really qualified to do the work. 

Mr. Warren. That is correct. it is becoming more and more a 
highly specialized job. And I might say also that with most of the 
agenc ies we are tod: iv gett ing first-class cooperation, 

Senator Hit, Good. 

Any further questions ? 

Is there anything in particular you want to raise, Mr. Coburn? 

Mr. Conurn. No, sir, not now. 

Senator Hitz, We appreciate your appearance, Mr, Warren. 

Mr. Warren. Thank you very much for allowing me to come up 
here. 

Senator Hint. We appre late the contribution vou have made very 
much, 

We have a statement here from the Administrator of the Veterans’ 
Administration on this matter, do we not, Mr. Coburn? I thought it 
might go in at this point. 
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Mr. Cosurn. That is right, sir. It has not yet been put in. Do you 
want to put it in now? 

Senator Hm. There is no one here representing the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration, is there? 

Allright. We will put that in at this point. 

(The material referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF CARL R. GRAY, ADMINISTRATOR OF VETERANS’ AFFAIRS 


I appreciate the opportunity at this point of expressing my views on this 
question of review by the General Accounting Office. I feel strongly concerning 
it but will try to state briefly my reasons for vigorously opposing this provision 
of the bill. 

However, before getting into that aspect specificaily, it is necessary to com- 
ment generally upon the criticisms made in the testimony of the Comptroller 
General of the manner in which the Veterans’ Administration has administered 
the World War II educational program. He has apparently sought to cast 
the onus upon the Veterans’ Administration for the many problems and abuses 
which have occurred in the progress of that program. It seems fair to point 
out that it is always easy to qualify as a Monday morning quarterback on a 
matter of this kind after the smoke has settled and the multitude of difficulties 
inherent in such a vast activity have been finally resolved at many points. 
Hence it is unseemly for the Comptroller General or any other outside agency 
to state or imply that the picture would have been materially different had they 
participated in supervising or administering the program. 

There is no question, in fact, that many things occurred which should not 
have occurred under anything like a normal situation. But the situation en- 
countered by the Veterans’ Administration during and immediately following 
the war in connection with this vast new program was anything but normal. 
Problems incident to the recruiting of untried and inexperienced personnel 
throughout the country and of implementing a new law with its thousands 
of detailed ramifications necessarily resulted in failures and mistakes in a 
number of areas. However, it is believed that the record of many millions 
of veterans whose readjustment problems were largeiy solved by their participa- 
tion in this form of educational assistance and the fact that the ratio of abuses 
to advantages realized have been relatively small fully attest the fact that the 
Veterans’ Administration has done a creditable job notwithstanding mistakes 
that have been made. 

It must be borne in mind, above everything else, that the major administra- 
tive problems which have arisen in the course of this World War II program 
have been occasioned by loopholes and uncertainties in the law itself, many of 
which could not be anticipated at the time of its enactment in the middle of 
the war in 1944. The Veterans’ Administration has repeatedly furnished to the 
Congress detailed reports of these problems as they became apparent so that 
the Congress could take the necessary amendatory action. 

As a result, a number of amendments have been made to the law through 
the years which have effected some improvements, and some of these amend- 
ments were those suggested by the Veterans’ Administration, either alone or 
jointly with the Bureau of the Budget. 

The fact that these difficulties have arisen from the terms of the law has been 
recognized by the latest action taken as the result of lengthy investigations 
within the Congress and embodied in the legislation now before you. This legis- 
lation is pointed in many detailed ways to reducing to a minimum the area in 
which abuses mnay oceur, principally by the elimination of transactions, with 
all their attendant complexities, between the Government and institutions. 

The question before this subcommittee with reference to granting a right of 
review to the General Accounting Office is extremely serious in its implications 
and if this procedure is accepted would be a drastic departure from long-standing 
legislative policy. In 1924 and again in 1930 Congress amended the World War 
Veterans’ Act so that the General Accounting Office would not have any preroga- 
tive to override decisions of the officer charged witb responsibility to adminis- 
ter basic veterans’ benefits. This was in line with the general acceptance of the 
fact that to achieve their beneficial purposes these purely gratuity payments 
should be handled on an expedited basis by a single agency. This was also 
direetly in line with the movement which began in 1921 to consolidate the vari- 
ous agencies administering veterans’ matters into a single integrated agency 
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which became the Veterans’ Administration under the act of 1930. The veterans’ 
committees of the Congress have repeatedly adhered to this principle which 
evolved from bitter experience under a System of divided responsibility and 
have sought at every turn to center and finalize authority in one agency to the 
end that veterans would receive prompt and considerate service in connection 
with the special benefits provided for them by law. 

This is not a principle peculiar to the Veterans’ Administration; it has been 
recognized in other gratuity systems of the Government which for this purpose 
have frequently been distinguished from ordina ry commercial transactions of the 
Government. 

The Office of the Comptroller General well understands this policy and the 
reasons behind it. Only a few months ago that Office reported and testified in 
this committte on another bill, S. 1940, which would have involved a continua- 
tion of the system of split payments, namely, payments of tuition direct by the 
Veterans’ Administration to the schoo! and payment of subsistence allowance 
to the veteran. Representatives of the Comptroller then requested this com- 
inittee to amend that bill so that it would be clear that transactions and con- 
tracts between the Veterans’ Administration and institutions would be subject 
to independent review and audit by the General Accounting Office, leaving the 
finality principle fully in effect with reference to the subsistence allowance pay- 
ments to veterans. Again, in a recent letter to the Committee on Veterans’ 
Affairs of the House of Representatives, the Comptroller stated that he had never 
urged that “pure gratuity payments,” such as pensions and the like, should neces 
sarily be subjected to review. But he sought then, as apparently he does now, 
to have the Congress view the payments of the so-called package allowance 
under the bill now before you as being materially different from subsistence allow 
ance Which he apparently concedes to be a gratuity. The only distinguishing 
feature asserted by him with reference to the training allowance provided by 
this bill is that “these payments will be in the nature of reimbursements to the 
veteran for certain expenses incurred for educational purposes.” 

Such a statement could as well be made with reference to subsistence pay- 
ments, which of course are intended to help in meeting maintenance expenses 
or pension, compensation, and other types of veterans’ monetary benefits which 
are likewise intended to afford assistance in meeting financial obligations inci- 
dent to monthly support or special activities. Obviously, these payments are as 
much gratuities as other monetary benefits administered by the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration concerning which the Comptroller disclaimed any desire to be 
vested with the power of final administrative review. Thus. the question at hand 
is not only 2 momentous one in relation to the particular payments which would 
be provided by this legislation, but it bristles with possibilities as a precedent 
for Similar action in relation to other veterans’ programs. 

The essence of the provision for review and independent audit by the General 
\ccounting Office is that it will grant to that agency the authority to reinterpret 
this law in all of its detailed aspects whenever problems of interpretation arise 
The Administrator will no longer have authority in this single instance com- 
inensurate with the responsibility generally reposed in him by the basic laws 
Which he administers. He could not act with the promptitude which is expected 
in rendering service to veterans. It would be essential, as a safeguard against 
reversal, for him to first clear each and every regulation under the law with 
the Comptroller General before placing it into effect. This is divided respon- 
sibility of a sort which has been carefully avoided in the administration of laws 
entrusted to the consolidated veterans’ agency which Congress authorized in 
19850. I must assert with all of the vigor and sincerity which I possess that I 
fully believe this splitting of functional responsibility would prevent me from 
providing the quality of service to veterans which this country expects. 

The Comptroller General has indicated that he would not attempt to audit 
each individual transaction but would conduct postaudits on a sampling basis. 
He states that he would not proceed on a preaudit basis. This but demonstrates 
the practical necessity, in the event this provision of the bill is enacted, for 
advance clearance by the Administrator of all the many regulations and inter- 
pretations with the Office of the Comptroller General. 

The Comptroller already has the authority to check and audit and bring to 
the attention of the Administrator any transaction which he finds to be incon- 
sistent with the Administrator's own regulations. This procedure has been 
invoked in a multitude of instances. but the Comptroller now desires something 
much more far-reaching. He wants the authority to stand above the Adminis- 
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trator, to override the Administrator’s interpretations of the law, to invalidate 
regulations issued by the Administrator or to require revision of those proposed 
to be issued, as well as to question and nullify actual individual payments. It 
ean readily be seen that this would utterly deprive the Administrator of control 
and responsibility for a program affecting millions of veterans who have hereto- 
fore been accustomed to looking to a single agency of the Government for settle- 
ment and prompt payment of their claims. 

I have stated before, and now state again, that this question is not one of 
personalities or promises, but one of basic principle. I am not charging or even 
implying that all of the possibilities inherent in this overriding power which 
would be placed with the Comptroller would in fact be exploited to their full 
extent. Neither do I imply that the Comptroller is any less capable technically 
of construing a statute than is the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs. 

However, it is a fact that the Comptroller General’s approach tends to be 
somewhat different from that of the Administrator in that he naturally seeks 
to minimize payments out of appropriated funds, whereas the Administrator, 
who is also a representative of the Congress, is seeking to carry out the beneficial 
purposes of veterans’ laws in accordance with the objectives of those laws. This 
is by no means a case of one agency following the law, and the other seeking to 
expand the meaning of the law beyond its reasonable intendments. It is simply 
a recognition of the well-understood policy of the Government, which has often 
been noted by the courts, that beneficial legislation should be liberally construed 
to achieve its underlying purposes. 

Finally, therefore, it is my firm belief that the proposed system of divided 
responsibility will, of necessity, militate against the efficient and successful ad- 
ministration of this new benefit program. I am sure that this committee will 
understand that my concern does not arise from any desire to reject constructive 
criticism, and that my anxiety derives from a strong desire that any legislation 
which is enacted will provide me with the necessary tools and the powers to 
execute the legislation in accordance with its beneficial purposes. I strongly 
believe, based upon the experience of those who have preceded me, as well as 
occurrences since I took office, that the procedure of independent audit and 
review of payments to veterans which would be provided by the bill in its present 
form, and as urged by the Comptroller General, would involve such a diffusion 
of responsibility and control as would materially interfere with the discharge 
of my responsibilities. 

Accordingly, with all the earnestness at my command I urge, as I have before, 
that the provision for this kind of administrative restraint as contained in the 
second sentence of subsection 261 (a) of the proposed legislation be deleted. 
This subsection, with the language to be deleted stricken as indicated, is as 
follows: 

sec. 261. (a) The Administrator is authorized to prescribe, promulgate, and 
publish such roles and regulations as are consistent with the provisions of this 
title and necessary to carry out its purposes. WNetaithstendire the previsiers 
of seetien 44 of the Aet of Ceteher 47; 4440; as amended +44 Ptnt: 4408+ pavrents 
ander this HHe shalt be subject te atdit and review by the General -~eeoetmtine 
Ufiee as provided be the Budget and -Leestntnge let of 4024+, a6 amended; and 
the Badeet tryed Aeestitine Hreeedttes vet of 446H-- 


Senator Hi. Mr. Eugene H. Rietzke will be the next witness. 

And I believe Mr. Bernard H. Ehrich is with you, Mr. Rietzke. 

You are representing the National Federation of Private Schools. 
I believe. 


STATEMENTS OF EUGENE H. RIETZKE, PRESIDENT, CAPITOL RADIO 
ENGINEERING INSTITUTE; AND BERNARD H. EHRLICH, COUNSEL, 
NATIONAL FEDERATION OF PRIVATE SCHOOL ASSOCIATIONS 


Mr. Rivrzxe. I represent several associations, Senator. 

Senator Hiri. Suppose you just identify yourself for the record, 
here, then as to whom you represent, and then you may proceed in your 
own way, sir. 





VETERANS READJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1952 141 


Representative Tracur. Before he starts, let me say that we found 
in our investigation that there were very definitely two types of pri- 
vate schools: One group that was interested in education and another 
that was more interested in dollars. And the one group originated 
as a rule before the GI bill, and the other after the GI bill. Ican say 
to the committee that Mr. Rietzke’s Capitol Radio Engineering In- 
stitute represents that class of schools interested in education. 

Senator Hint. We are glad to have you gentlemen here with us. 
You may proceed in your own way. 

Mr. Rivrzke. My name is Eugent H. Rietzke. I am —— of 
the Capitol Radio E ngineering Institute, which is a Washington tech- 
nical institute of 25 years’ standing, an accredited technical institute. 
I am past preside nt for 4 years and one of the founders of the National 
Council of Technical Schools, which established the first standards for 
the technical school tield. I have been a member of the board of direc- 
tors for a number of vears and for 3 years was first vice president of 
the National Home Study Council, which has been working with the 
Federal Trade Commission for 25 years on maintaining and establish- 
ing standards. And Lam currently president of the National Federa- 
tion of Private School Associations, which has worked with Mr. 
Teague from the beginning on this legislation. 

I am particularly speaking today on behalf of the National Asso- 
ciation and Council of Business Schools, the National Council of 
Technical Schools, the National Home Study Council, and the Na- 
tional Asosciation of Colleges of Mortuary Science. These are all 
old-line organizations which have been in existence for many years. 

[ am sorry that [ do not have a prepared statement. 1 was not 
informed until | ite yesterday afternoon of this he: rine, and L will 
have t to speak from pene iled notes, 

1 would like to say first that our group very strongly supports the 
philosophy of this particular bill, and in particular, first, the direct 
payment to veterans of their tuition and subsistence, rather than the 
other way in which it had been done. We believe that this will allow 
the schools to deal directly with veterans as students and will cure a 
very high percentage of evils which previously existed. 

I sent a telegram, a very strong telegram, to every member of the 
House and the Senate about 2 weeks ago to that e fect. 

We also agree basically with this method of rate setting, the philoso- 
phy of the 25 percent, primarily because we have not been able among 
ourselves to figure any better way of doing it. We do not agree with 
the 15-percent figure; we do agree in principle with the philosophy 
of it. 

We are extremely anxious to keep out the fly-by-nights, these fellows 
that come up, as Mr. Teague has said, and are interested only in the 
dollar. However, we think this bill should be practical, and T would 
like to give just a very few figures to show why I believe it is not prac- 
tical. 

First, the good high-grade private schools today simply can’t get 
private students. There are a number of reasons for that. The draft 
is one. College deferment is another. And job opportunities are al- 
most unlimited, with limited skills; so that a young fellow coming out 
of high school today or leaving high schoo! finds that to be the situa- 
tion, and it is almost impossible to ‘enroll those boys in private schools 
under those conditions. 
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I might say my own school operates on a national basis. We have: 
been operating on that basis for many, many years, and we still cannot 
do it. 

Now, what this is going to result in, if you stick to this 25 percent : 
It is going to result in many Korean veterans not being able to get 
into the better schools. And I say the better schools principally 
because they are the ones who have held up, under the old GI bill, 
their present enrollment. 

I made a little breakdown the other day of our enrollment. In our 
day class we have 67 private students, : and during the past 5 or 6 years 
in spite of every effort we have made we have not been able to increase 
that. We have, at the present time, 167 veterans. So that we have- 
28 percent of private students, which would allow an almost infini- 
tesimal number to come into the school under the presently proposed 
bill. In the evening school it is even worse. We have 50 private stu- 
dents as against 2 239 veterans, which means that we have 17 percent 
of private ‘students. 

Senator Hitt. If that 25 percent remains, then you would not 
qualify? 

Mr. Rierzxr. Well, we simply could not take a Korean veteran. 
We would not be the ones that were hurt so much as the Korean 
veterans, because we have our normal enrollment, and our evening 
school will run over a period of three to four years, so that some 
of those fellows won’t be through for another three to four years, and 
you would simply end up by freezing the Korean veieraiis out of my 
schools, for example, and a number of schools of that type. 

Senator Hiri. And your school has been running for how many 
years ¢ 

Mr. Rierzke. We celebrated our twenty-fifth anniversary last week, 
sir. And we are accredited by ECPD, we have the highest standards, 
and still under present conditions we could not operate on that. basis. 

Mr. Conurn. Do you have those figures broken down by courses, 
or is it over-all ? 

Mr. Rierzxr. We offer an over-all radio engineering course; so 
that while there are some specialties, there would be a little difference 
in What individuals would take. 

Now, experience shows that this high figure is not necessary to carry 
out the purposes. Figures were made available to Congressman 
Teague, which I don’t “hi ippen to have with me, which clearly indi- 

cated that the vast majority of schools lay in two categories. First 
were those who were almost 100 percent veterans, having, maybe, one 
or two private students, and the others were those that hi ad 10 or 12 or 
15 percent of private students. And there seem to be an almost neg- 
ligible number in between those two categories. 

Now, we don’t recommend, for example, that you make that as low 
ws 10 percent. 

I do have a recommendation I would like to read into the record. 

Mr. Ehrlich, could you distribute those ? 

Senator Him. We have a copy. 

Mr. Rmvrzxe. Change section 226 as follows (new language is itali- 
cized) : 

Sree. 226. The Administrator shall not approve the enrollment of any eli 
sible veteran, not already enrolled, in any nonaccrediated course below the eo! 
lege level offered by a proprietary profit or proprietary nonprofit educational 
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iustitution for any period during which the Administrator finds that more than 
eighty-five percent of the students enrolled in the course are having all or any 
part of their tuition, fees, or other charges paid to or for them by the educational 
institution or the Veterans’ Administration under this title. For the purposes 
of this section veterans in training under part VII or part VIII of Veterans Reg- 
ulation Numbered 1 (a) shall not be considered in determining the ratio of vet- 
eran and nonveteran students. 

Senator Doveias. What is the meaning of that last sentence 

Mr. Rierzkre. The meaning of that, Senator Douglas, is this. A 
school like my own, using it as an e xample, | vecause it is typical, has a 
preponderance right now of students under the present GI bill. Those 
students are tapering off quite rapidly. Pretty soon they will be out 
of the picture and not significant. But there is going to be a little 
time in some schools where otherwise Korean veterans c ‘ould not get in. 

Secondly, under that provision, we think it is sound, for the reason 
that there is no rate fixing involved in there, because all of the schools 
are under contract with the Veterans’ Administration. So that you 
do not have to have those students use them for rate fixing, which I 
believe is the only reason for this percentage figure at all. 

Senator Doveias. What I was puzzled about: What about part VII 
and part VIII of Veterans’ Regulation Numbered 1 (a) ¢ 

Mr. Eneruicu. Those are students in training under the Service- 
men’s Readjustment Act. 

Mr. Rierzxer. We still have a number of students under the GI 
bill, and if you did not make that change it would eliminate those 
students from any participation under the Korean bill. So you 
would hurt the Korean veterans more than you would hurt the schools. 

Senator Hutz. [ would not imagine there would be so many schools 
giving the kind of eee it your school ives. 

Mr. Rrerzke. Well, there are quite a few, Senator. Some of your 
business schools give can accounting courses 

We have some of our better aeronautical engineering schools that 
give courses running as long as 2 and 3 years. 

Mr. Enruicu. Some of the fly-by-night schools, where most of the 
difficulty has come in, are these se ‘hools that have sprung up, that give 
very short courses. Most of the well-established schools have now 
well-established curriculums that are approved by these national coun- 
cils or associations. ‘They are rather extended in length. They are 
1- and 2-year courses for the most part. 

Mr. Rrerzke. So that you end up by freezing the Korean veterans 
out of the particular schools which the better ones would want to 
vo TO. 

Representative Tracur. Mr. Rietzke, in the record of the schools 
in Pennsylvania, I find that this is the situation: An upholstery school, 
133 veterans, no nonveterans; cabinetmaking, 85 veterans, no non- 
veterans; auto mechanics, 89 veterans, no nonveterans; cabinet mak- 
ing. 147 veterans, no nonveterans; auto mechanics, 161 veterans, no 
nonveterans; cabinet making, 159 veterans, no nonveterans. 

I cannot help but keep in my mind the thought that there is some- 
thing wrong where a school cannot attract a single person except a 
veteran. 

Mr. Rrerzke. Well, Mr. Teague, if a school that has been in exist- 
ence like mine has, for 20 years, and that can offer absolutely fan- 
tastic opportunities to graduates—I could place a thousand gradu- 
ates tomorrow at as high as $7,000 a year if I had them. And still 
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I can’t get them. The boys will go to liberal arts colleges or any- 
where where they can get draft deferment or take jobs in the defense 
industries, and that sort of thing, which are paying fantastic salaries, 
far more than the job calls for. So that is what we are up against. 
And a school that starts up with no background is really up against 
it. And as you say, up in Pennsylvania you had a lot of those in 
Scranton that took advantage of the coal mining difficulties here a 
year or so ago. 

If a good school can’t do it, those schools will find it impossible. 
If you leave it down to around 15 percent, or in other words, make 
it approximately what we are talking about here, I say you will defi- 
nitely freeze those schools out and allow the better schools to stay 
in sound operation. 

Mr. Enrurcu. Congressman Teague, to further answer your ques- 
tion, we are not here to protect the schools that came into this busi- 
ness for the purpose of securing all GI enrollments. A lot of those 
schools you are citing there and quoting there came into the business 
entirely for GI students and nothing else. hey never meant to 
continue in the field. 

Representative Tragur. Every one of them came in since the GI bill 
started. 

Mr. Enrutcu. I thought that would be the case. 

Mr. Rmrzxr. And, of course, those are passing out very rapidly. 

So I think you have enough provision im the bill as a whole to 
protect the Government from the starting up of se shoola of that type 
again, 

Representative Tracur. I understand in Pennsylvania in the last 
2 years they have gone from 417 schools down to 276 schools. 

Mr. Rierzxe. They will probably be down to 46 in a matter of weeks, 
I imagine. 

Mr. Cosurn. Mr. Chairman, Senator Pastore, with reference to 
this section, has reised the point that perhaps :t could be liberalized 
be giving the Administrator some discretion. I was wondering if 
Mr. Rietzke would care to comment on that. 

Have you considered that possibility ? 

Mr. Riveraxe. Well, having had so much trouble in my own school 
with the Veterans’ Administration, 1 would like to personally see this 
thing put in a law, so that we work by law rather than by regulation, 
which nobody can ner: 

Representative Tragur. Mr. Rietzke, would you tell this committee 
how long you have been trying to settle a contract case of yours? 

Mr. Rierzxr. Well, I hate to go into details. But it has been a 
juatter that in the first place we signed a contract under duress in 
1949. We appealed it the following year, 1950. We have just had our 
appeal heard this past month. We still have not got a report on it. 
And it will have to go from the examiner to the board, and possibly 
we will have to take it into court. There is a quite large sum involved, 
and it has been a matter of 3 years, and we still do not know where we 
stand. 

Mr. Enruicu. I would like to also state for the record, since you 
mention Mr. Rietzke’s case, that Mr. Rietzke testified before commit- 
tees before this regarding his case, and there was adverse testimony 
by the Veterans’ Administration, but when the case was finally heard 
before the examiner of the Veterans’ Emergency Appeals Board 
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there was no testimony given by the Veterans’ Administration con- 
trary to Mr. Rietzke’s position. 

Mr. Rierzxr. They refused to take a stand against 1 

Representative Tracur. This thing happened over and over, which 
was the reason why we felt we had to arrive at some formula. 

Mr. Enruicu. We feel it should be in the bill, definitely and com- 
pletely stated in the bill. It is a protection to the Congress and a 
protection to the schools as well. 

Senator Eri. Why do you say you signed the contract under 
duress, Mr. Rietzke ¢ 

Mr. Rrerzxe. Well, it works this way, Senator. We had about 
700 students in the school. I was notified on the 24th day of March 
that my payments were cut off retroactively to the first of March. 1] 
protes sted that, and after a month ~ protest got the date set to May 1. 
rom M: Ly lon, 1 got no payments, runing a si ‘hool with 700 students 
and a large correspondence institution in addition. My bank account 
got down to $1,400-some, with a $11,000 payment to meet the next day. 
day. 

Now, I say that was duress if ever it existed. I signed the contract, 
and Mr. Teague is aware of the language I used when I signed it. It 
was under duress all right. 

Senator Dovenas. It was signed under some economic pressure. 

Senator Hint. All right, sir. You may proceed. 

Mr. RierzKr. Now, the second point 1 would like to take up 
the matter of the refund policy. If a student drops out at any time, 
you simply prorate how much and then refund if he is overpaid, under 
the provisions of this bill. Now, we think that the way it is expressed 
is not reasonable or practical. I am speaking first of the residence 
schools. A school has to have a reasonable registration fee. It costs 
you something to geta student into the school, something to interview 
him. If you are ina proprietary field, you have at least some small 
advertising costs, SO Vou have that expense in the school the minute 
vou get him in. 

Further, when the student leaves it is almost impossible to ever 
get your books and equipment back, and you can not prorate that. 
We think that it should be within the jurisdiction of the individual 
States to determine what the refund policy should be. 

Now, I should like to just mention the wide divergen 
in schools, You t: ike a college working ona semester basis, a 
set up on a long-term policy. They have their teachers u nder long 
term contracts, at least annual contracts. Then they would have to 
get more out of a student who dropped out, we will say, after 2 
weeks, than some trade school that had a 10-week course and was 
set up on a weekly payment basis, turning over fast. So those are two 
extremes. And in between are all types of school o per: itions. 

So that I believe if vou left it to the jurisdictions of the States to 
determine what is a fair and reasonable policy, you w ould: I think, 
get pretty good ead But I don’t believe you can spell it into the 
law spec ifically, and I don’t believe that you can make a refund polic \ 
on the basis of a prorating. It just won't work. And T think that 
would apply to a college or a private school or any kind of a school. 
And traditionally over phe yeas s,many of the colleges have had certain 
provisions under which a student came in, and they would refund him 
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if he dropped out after a certain time. I think the States have enough 
experience, and there is enough in the record of experience, for them 
to work up sensible refund policies that would protect both the veteran 
and the institutions, and of course the Government. 

Senator Hint. Do you have some language ? 

Mr. Rrerzke. Yes; we have some language in here in the case of 
residence schools, and I will read only part of it at this time, because 
I want to then go ahead. There will be a difference in the thinking 
in the case of the correspondence schools. 

Change section 254 (ce) (13) as follows (new ianguage is in italics) : 

SEc. 254 (a) (13). The institution has and maintains a policy for the refund 
of the unused portion of tuition, fees. and other charges in the event the veteran 
fails to enter the course or withdraws or is discontinued therefrom at any time 
prior to completion. 

Now, we changed that word from “student” to “veteran” to make 
ii consistent with the rest of the bill. Every place else the word 
“veteran” is used, so we thought this Congress was not trying to tell 
the schools how to proceed with respect to any others. 

Mr. Enruicu. This provision is consistent with the first 12 pro- 
visions, which allow the school to determine their policy on other 
matters. 

Representative Tracur. What is the present policy on correspond- 
ence 4 

Mr. Rierzke. The way it works now, in case a student comes in, 
our average student is there about 22 or 23 months. He pays monthly 
in advance, plus the books that are issued as he needs them. 

Now, if he were to drop out in the middle of a month, we would 
not refund him a nickel of the month in advance. You cannot work 
en a day-by-day operation. Some of the colleges go along. If a 
student has been there so many weeks and drops out, he is refunded 
maybe 30 percent of his tuition, or maybe 60 percent, depending on 
their individual accounting. If he stays two-thirds of a semester, he 
gets a refund maybe of 20 percent, and after that he gets nothing. 
Because you cannot run your operation, your costs, up and down with 
individual day-by-day student operations. But most of the private 
schools work on a monthly basis, and they charge their month’s tuition, 
and if a student discontinues after that he is under no obligation. 
And it is such a rare occasion that the man ever comes in paying cash 
for the whole course; the accounting is not set up that way; so that 
you don’t have that problem. But I believe you can leave it to the 
States to set up something that would be fair and reasonable. Because 
out in Chicago, for ex: imple, you have a large number of trade schools. 
In fact, you have an unusually large number out there. And they 
have all their policies est: ablished over the years. I think there is 
enough experience in the Illinois area, for ex: eats to let the States set 
up plenty of protection. 

Now, in the case of correspondence schools, we have a different prob- 
lem. As to the refund policy relating to them, this proposed refund 
policy in correspondence schools is completely foreign to the tradi- 
tional pricing within the industry. A school which really gives service 
will pay in most cases more per lesson for the actual handling of it 
than they get from the student per lesson. Correspondence educa- 
tion is set up on pretty much of a mass bassis. That is the reason you 

can give a good course for such a low price. The only thing I can 





VETERANS READJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1952 147 


compare it with is an insurance company. If you charge everybody 
for insurance the amount you would have to pay him if his house 
burned down, his insurance would be no good. Your correspondence 
education is set up the same way. 

Two years ago, under the operation which would be similar to what 
you propose in this bill, that is, similar to the way the Veterans’ 
Administration handled it, they paid so much a lesson complete, or 
after completion. 

We were forced, after a number of years of operation, 2 years ago 
this month, to cancel our Veterans’ Administration contract, because 
with the biggest enrollment we ever had we lost money in that opera- 
tion for the first time in our history. 

Senator Dovueias. The percentage of completion in most schools is 
relatively low. 

Mr. Rierzke. Well, it will depend entirely on the type of course. 
Now, in an engineering course such as ours, we enrolled, Just thinking 
of some figures roundly out of my mind, in our correspondence opera- 
tion a little over 11,000 students. We canceled that contract 2 years 
ago, but of course agreed to carry the presently enrolled students 
through. We still have 3,800 students enrolled. We have had about 
700, pretty near 800 completions, with 3,800 still studying after 2 
years. 

It is reasonable to assume, and experience proves that when you 
get a student beyond a certain point, he usually goes through. The 
drop-outs-quick are the ones that are the problem. 

So I would say that you can make the completion rate almost any- 
thing you want. If you want to run very simple examinations and 
and machine grade it and make it easy to go through, you can get it 
almost 100 percent completion or 90 percent. But on an engineering- 
type course, you may run as low as 9 or 10 percent. However, you get 
many of your students, the bulk of them, up into the part of the work 
where they will get a great deal from it. 

But the whole pricing and accounting policy of the industry is 
based on an average over-all operation. It is just like your insurance 
company. And of course, core rspondence ope ‘rations are almost all 
national operations, so you have national advertising costs and you 
have all the things that go with the national operation. 

Now, we have tried to patter n our recomme ndations along the lines 
of the experience in New York State. That State has been a leader for 
many years in private-school regulation. And almost identical regu- 
lations exist throughout the Provinces of Canada. 

I will read what we recommend for that. 

Carrying on from what I read before for the record: 

Such policy in the case of correspondence schools shall provide that the 
amount charged to the veter: un for tuition, fees, and other charges for a portion 
of the course shall not exceed 25 percent of the tota! charge plus an approximate 
pro rata portion of the total charges for tuition, fees, and other charges that the 
length of the completed portion of the course bears to its total length. 

Now, I might just throw this one other reason in as to why your costs 
are so different. In our case, duri ing the period of 7 or 8 years of this 
GI bill operation by correspondence, we handled something over 
300,000 examinations. We have pretty near 60,000 lessons out to 
students, which we will never get back. But under that prorated 
basis and under the basis under which we are paid, we have no way 
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in the world of collecting for those. Still, you can’t send a student, 
we will say, in California, one lesson, and then wait until you get it 
back. You give him four or five at atime. So you have a lot of costs, 
financing problems, in connection with correspondence that you don’t 
have otherwise. 

The correspondence schools operate under Federal Trade Commis- 
sion rules and regulations, and those have been worked up with the 
help and cooperation of the National Home Study Council, which, 
bv the way, handles about 75 percent of all of the home-study business 
of the United States. So that I think if you were to put that in, a 
provision like that, it would be fair to the school, fair to the student, 
and it would let the fellow who enrolls and then wants to drop 
out, if he is paid up in full, get most of his money back, while leaving 
the school enough so that they can operate. 

Mr. Eurnicu. In New York State, Senator, they have had a great 
deal of experience with this whole problem. In an effort to write 
something which we felt would be fair, and not in any way take into 
account every correspondence school or bend over the other way 
because most of the correspondence schools in the home study council, 
a good part of them, canceled their contracts with the Veterans’ 
Administration because they could not exist under them—we looked 
around, and we found this regulation in New York that has existed 
very successfully for a good many years and has also existed success- 
fully in Canada. And we felt that their experience might be helpful, 
and certainly we felt it ought to.be standard which might be proper 
to use for correspondence training. 

Mr. Rrerzxe. Most of our better schools have over the vears devel- 
oped by the mselves something appropriate. 

Senator DoveiAs. This is probably a very stupid question, but if we 
are toa aaa the Teague theory that payments are made to the veteran 
and then the veteran deals with the school, why has this become a 
matter of concern for the country? Why is not this matter between 
the veteran and the school ? 

Mr. Rrerzxe. The only reason for that, Senator, is that this is a 
means of protecting the veteran from some schools which might be 
unscrupulous. 

Senator Hix. This is put in for the protection of the veteran ¢ 

Mr. Rierzke. For the protection of the veteran; not for the school 
but for the protection of the veteran. But it will still make it possible 
for the schools to take veteran students, which they could not do 
under the other provision. 

Mr. Euruicn. Senator, the main idea of the bill is to protect the 
veteran, and certainly in many school provisions relating to private 
schools as far as we are concerned we are governed the same way. 
And anything which can be put into the bill which will further 
protect the veteran from further abuse, we are for a hundred percent. 

Mr. Rierzxe. I happen to be a veteran of World War I, and I have 
two young sons almost ready to go into the service. So Iam personally 
interested in this thing, and we are honestly thinking of this thing 
from the standpoint of the veteran. 

Senator Doveias. Are you saying, then, that the present bill is 
merely an approximate pro rata portion, and you are proposing to 
add 25 percent to that ? 
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Mr. Rrerzxe. Twenty-five percent base to that. 

Mr. Cosurn. But vou are limiting that according to your language 
to correspondence schools. 

Mr. Rrerzxe. That is correct. 

Mr. Copurn. Is that language in lieu of the latter language in this 
section ¢ 

Mr. Euriicn. That is correct. 

Mr. RierzKe. This whole language is in lieu of that section. 

Mr. Cosurn. What happens to the noncorrespondence schools, then 4 

Mr, Enric. The noncorrespondence schools will be left to the 
States, because we could not find a policy or procedure there. And to 
be very frank about the whole thing, there have not been any difficul- 
ties on that question. The approximate pro rata portion of tuition 
fees and other charges which now appear in the bill could not be im- 
posed upon it. You cannot apportion a book. You cannot apportion 
a registration fee. There isn’t a school in the country that does it. 
We felt that the States have had a lot of experience in this field and 
they can adequately make sure that the standards set by the school 
are fair and reasonable, 

Mr. Rirrzke. I think you can go a little beyond that, Mr. Ehrlich, 
In explaining this a little more. In the case of a correspondence 
school, the way it works you enroll a student for so many dollars down 
and so many dollars a month. Under this proposed bill, we would 
handle the veterans the same as we would any other students. Maybe 
the veteran pays you $10 down and $10 a month. That student may 
go ahead and study to beat the band for a couple of months, and then 
he may not se ‘nd ina lesson for 30 months, and then he may send in 
four or five lessons; so that in most cases he will have paid up beyond 
his study, particularly if it is a long and difficult case. This protects 
the veteran and makes it possible, if he does decide for some reason 
that he cannot carry on, to get some of that money back. But you do 
not have that problem with the resident student, because he goes to 
school every day and pays as he goes to school. 

Senator Hira. All right. Anything further / 

Mr. Rrevzke. Nothing. 

Mr. Enrurcu. Those are the only two points. 

Senator Hin. And you are absolutely persuaded « nm the Teague 
plan to have the money paid to the veteran and then let the veteran 
make his arrangeme nts, make payments to the school ¢ 

Mr. Rirrzxe. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Enruicu. Yes, on that score let me say I think there is a saving 

ere. I heard the Comptroller General speak on that. There is a 
saving both to the veteran and the school. On the school’s part, there 
was a tremendous administrative burden. 

We also believe a point that has not yet been brought out, that by a 
veteran having to go to school and pay part of that money out of his 
own pocket, this so-called subsistence part, he is going to look around 
for a better school, the school which will give him the type of training 
he really wants. We think it is going to help the veteran as well. 

Senator Doveras. What about Congressman Springer’s point that 
the schools will have to keep attendance records. 

Mr. Enruicn. They always do, Senator. 

Mr. Ruerzke. I think, as Mr. Teague confirmed, one of the biggest 
problems you had in the whole operation was the battles between the 
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schools and the Veterans’ Administration, the endless regulations and 
the almost impossibility sometimes of getting together on a practical 
basis, which in some cases gave a good school 30 cents an hour for tui- 
tion and gave some linoleum- laying school 50 cents an hour. 

Senator Dovaias. Did you have to keep attendance records ? 

Mr. Rierzxe. We had to keep very careful attendance records. 

Senator Doveras. You had to submit them to the VA ¢ 

Mr. Rrerzke. Not only that, but we were audited by the General 
Accounting Office from the very first day that we started that opera- 
tion. 

Mr. Enruicu. I would like to say also, Senator Douglas, that the 
matter of keeping attendance records was always imposed upon private 
schools of all kinds. They had to keep very, very close attendance 
records. 

Senator Doueias. Was it imposed on colleges and universities ¢ 

Mr. Euruicu. It was not, sir. 

Representative Tracur. Senator, on that point, it is much stricter 
on the private school, but in our bill the college has to certify that the 
bey is in school and satisfactorily following his course. But we do not 
determine what day he gets leave, how many days he gets, how many 
days he can be sick before you drop him from the rolls. Under the 
college policy, they have to say that. It is up to them. 

Senator Dova.as. Is it your contention that they would not have to 
submit daily attendance records? 

Representative Tracur. They would merely have to say he was in 
school. 

Senator Hitz. Then if he dropped out of school, they would have to 
advise the Veterans’ Administration of that. 

Representative Tracur. But all over the United States, they argued 
on leave, on holidays, what they were to do at Thanksgiving, every- 
thing else. 

Senator Hinn. ‘re there any questions? 

Representative Tragur. I think, Senator, you might want to ask him 
one thing. The two colored members of Congress voted “present” 
en this bill. Icannot see that there is any way it has any greater effect 
on a colored private schoo] than it has on any other private school. 
Could you comment on that, Mr. Rietzke ¢ 

Mr. Rierzxe. I don’t know enough about it, Mr. ‘Teague, to comment 
intelligently. I think the feeling was that it might be difficult to set 
up a school or to have a fine school set up to take the colored students 
that were of a comparable level with the others. But I don’t think, 
frankly, it makes much difference. Because if a school doesn’t take 
colored students, it doesn’t. If they do, they do. I can’t see where 
that has too much bearing on it. I haven’t given much thought to it, 
myself. 

Mr. Euruicn. In many areas it might be difficult to set up such a 
school and get enough of the noncolored element. I understand in 
many States they are encouraging that, and that the States are trying 
to urge these schools to go ahe: ad, because it doesn’t work out so well in 
the case of institutions of higher learning. I think it will help the 
colored schools now in existence that go out and try to raise the stand- 
ard of the colored students in their community. I think it would be 
helpful to them. 

Senator Hitt. Anything else? 
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We certainly want to thank you gentlemen very much. 

Mr. Rrerzxe. Thank you. 

Senator Hix. Mr. Fields, will you come up a little closer, please, 
sir? 

Will you identify yourself for the record and then proceed in your 
own way ? 


STATEMENTS OF JOHN E. FIELDS, VICE PRESIDENT, UNIVERSITY 
OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA; AND CHARLES J. TURCK, PRESI- 
DENT, MACALESTER COLLEGE, ST. PAUL, MINN. 


Mr. Frevps. My name is John FE. Fields. I am vice president of the 
University of Southern California. With me I have Dr. Charles J. 
Turck, president of Macalester College. 

Senator Hitt. Will you gentlemen have seats and proceed ? 

Mr. Freips. Inasmuch as we did not. know we were going to have 
the pleasure of testifying today until yesterday, we have only sketched 
brief notes, and I would like to refer to them. 

We of course appreciate the opportunity that you have given us 
to appear. I have read portions of the testimony that has alre ~ady 
been presented, and in the interest of brevity I would like to avoid 
restating any of the arguments that have been advanced, and as a 
matter of fact avoid attempting to reply to much of the testimony 
with which we might disagree. We merely offer for your considera- 
tion a point of view that we feel possibly has not had the circulation 
it deserves. 

I wish to bring out three points: First, the reasons we favor the 
Springer amendment; second, points that have been raised against 
the Springer amendment; and third, clarification of two implications 
that have been made in testimony before this committee. 

Throughout any of my remarks, I would like to use the term 
“Springer amendment,” although I realize that it is not in reality 
an amendment; but because it has been used so frequently, I am 
assuming everyone understands what we will be talking about. 

Senator Hitu. Surely. 

Mr. Frevps. On the first point, on why we favor the Springer 
amendment : 

The Springer amendment, we feel, provides the veteran with greater 
freedom of choice and encourages him to exercise greater care in 
selecting that particular school, public or private, that offers the 
greatest promise of deve ‘loping his particular talents. 

Second, we feel that the Springer amendment encourages the vet- 
eran to consider the opportunity of attending a small college, as well 
as a large institution. 

Third, we think the Springer amendment partially removes the 
discrimination in treatment that will occur in this instance between 
World War II and Korean veterans. For example, the Office of 
Education reports 385,000 World War II veterans in college attendance 
in the fall of the current academic year. This number will undoubt- 
edly diminish and eventually disappear over the next several years, 
but it will remain at probably a quarter of a million, at which time 
there may possibly be an equal number of Korean veterans entering 
institutions of higher learning. In the instance of a World War II 
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veteran attending a tax-supported institution with an annual tuition 
rate of S90 a year, the World War II veteran will be receiving $75 per 
month for subsistence, board, and room, while the Korean veteran in 
the same classroom will be receiving $100 for subsistence, board, and 
room. 

Fourth, the Springer amendment comes closer to realization of the 
statement of policy of H. R. 7656 than does the provision of the bill as 
presently stated. 

The aim of the bill is: 

Aiding such persons in attaining the educational and training status which 
they might normally have aspired to attain had they not served their country. 

We feel very strongly that the lump-sum payment invites the veteran 
to attend a tax- -supported institution, and thereby even tends to divert 
students from their original plans. 

In the fifth place, we feel that the Springer amendment helps to 
maintain the present equilibrium and balance between public and 
private institutions of higher learning. The author of H. R. 7656, 
the Honorable Mr. Olin Teague, of the House of Representatives, has 
stated that he feels the veteran would not be influenced one way or 
another in his choice of schools as between the lump-sum payment and 
the Springer amendment method. However, the United States Com- 
missioner of Education, in his testimony here on Wednesday, stated 
in two instances that there would be a difference in th distribution 
of students, with the largest emphasis on the public institutions, which 
are now at equilibrium in enrollment with priv ate schools in terms of 
civilian students. In other words, there is virtually an equal number 
of civilian students in both types of institutions of higher learning 
in the country at this time. ‘The Commissioner tended to minimize 
such a difference, but he did acknowledge there would be a difference. 
In this many college presidents would certainly concur, to put it mildly, 
with the Commissioner. Therefore, since there is a considerable bulk 
of evidence that there would be a disproportionate number of veterans 
economically pressured into attending tax-supported schools, we favor 
the Springer amendment tuition arrangement, which will tend to main- 
tain what we feel is the desired equilibrium between the tax-supported 
school and the not-for-profit privately controlled institution of highe: 
earning. 

On the second major point, considering the points that have been 
brought out against the Springer amendment : I would like to start by 
saying that we feel that the same advantages which Congressman 
Teague has stated would apply in terms of the direct-to-veteran pay 
ment would apply equally under the Springer amendment. He stated 
that, first, “H. R. 7656 would eliminate the necessity of rate fixing in 
contracts and greatly reduce administrative costs.” Now, paren- 
thetically, we believe that the Springer amendment, which calls for a 
tuition arrangement directly between the student and the school, elim 
inates equally the necessity for rate fixing in contracts and reduces 
equally administrative costs. 

Teague stated that “It will create an interest on the part of 
the veteran to use his allowance wisely.” 

Parenthetically, we cannot see how the veteran would be any less 
interested in the Springer amendment system, since he would be re 
ceiving the same amount under a different arrangement. 
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Mr. Teague stated: “It would place the veteran on identically the 
same basis as the nonveteran. 

Parenthetically, we feel the Springer amendment does more than 
does H, R. 7656 as presently written in accomplishing this, because the 
bill actually allows the veteran to be charged in certain instances more 
tuition than the nonveteran, which provision is eliminated by the 
Springer amendment. 

Mr. ‘Teague’s fourth point was: 

It will allow the veteran to choose his own school and use his allowance in any 
school as he sees fit. 

Well, we feel, parenthetically, that that could be said equally of 
the Springer amendment. 

And point 5 that Mr. Teague stated : 


It will create an element of self-aid or self-participation for the veteran 


Parenthetically, for the reasons I stated in my earlier statement, we 
feel that the Springer amendment would accomplish this equally 
not better. 

The opposition to the Springer amendment has frequently said, 


before this subcommittee, that, “The predominance of evidence from 
educational people” is in favor of the system of lump-sum payment to 
the veteran. The United States Commissioner of Education volun 
teered in his testimony here Wednesday that “the vast majority of 
institutions would favor” the method of Penn in the ‘Teague bill. 
I realize that various statistical material has been penrennes to this 
committee, and I don’t want to bore you with more figures, but I should 
like to clear up what appears to be some misunderstanding of these 
figures. 

First, about the survey of opluoen which the American Council o1 
Education conducted last summer and published August 12, 1951: 
This questionnaire had four different choices. The first three choices 
had this in common—-payment of tuition directly to the institution. 
And the only major difference between these three choices was on the 
umount of tuition and the amount, if any, of subsistence to oa paid 
directly to the veteran. 

The fourth-choice wording bears repeat ing even once more: 

A flat rate monthly payment directly to the veteran which he can apply 
the sum total cost of his education. 

In my person al opinion, that is a very accurate description of the 
method of payment contained in H. R. 7656. Cumulative votes favor- 
ing the payment of tuition and fees to the institutions totaled 351 pub- 
lic school and 577 private school, as against for the flat-rate payment 
to the veteran, 27 public school, and 12 private school. 

On May 2 this year at Chicago at the annual meeting of the Amer- 
ican Council on Education, numerous representatives and members of 
the council questioned whether or not the total membership clearly 
understood the implications of the methods of payment in the bills 
offered by Congressman Teague and Congressman Rankin, which we 
understood were soon to be considered. The result of this discussion 
was a resolution adopted by the whole membership at the annual busi- 
ness meeting of the council calling upon the officers and staff of the 
council to poll the membership at once, and immediately to inform 
the House Veterans’ Affairs Committee that such a poll was under 
way and that the results would be supplied as soon as available. 
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On June 2, the president of the American Council on Education, 
in a letter to C ongressman Rankin, revealed the following: The poll 
showed 39 percent of the schools in favor of the lump-sum method, 
what was called in the questionnaire the Teague bill, while 61 percent 
favored some method of payment wherein tuition, or part thereof, 
would be paid directly to the institution. 

Interpreting the questionnaire, which did not specifically mention 
the exact method of payment under the Springer amendment, the 
president of the council indicated that only 48 schools could be as- 
sumed to favor the Springer amendment. 

We now have signed statements from executive officers of 429 priv- 
ate schools signifying that they favor the Springer amendment, and 
indicating that the names of their institutions may be so represented. 

Now, on another point, and this is my last in this area, it has been 
represented that the bill as presently written will eliminate a great 
deal of administrative procedure. In that, we totally agree. How- 
ever, it is our opinion, and we submit, that the method of payment 
under the Springer amendment would involve no more if as much 
administrative machinery and operations as under the lump-sum 
payment. In all probability the lump-sum payment will necessitate 
a monthly inspection by the Veterans’ Administration of the total 
academic program of each veteran in order to insure that during the 
course of the term he has not changed his course to enroll in one of the 
courses prescribed by the bill or dropped courses to reduce his total 
program so that his subsistence allowance should be reduced accord- 
ingly. The Springer amendment, to be sure, provides for one extra 
check to be written during each term. However, the tuition payament 
arrangement in the Springer amendment would enable a simplifica- 
tion of the monthly attendance reporting process which is required 
in order that the veteran be paid his subsistence. In our opinion, 
therefore, it is possible that the Springer amendment would afford 
an even greater simplification of administrative procedure than the 
lump-sum payment which is provided in H. R. 765 

Now, finally, I would like to correct two impressions or implications 
which have been generally circulated by opponents of the Springer 
amendment and which cast aspersions upon the privately controlled 
nonprofit institutions of higher learning in this country. 

In a news dispatch of the Associated ‘Press of May 28, the inference 
was made that the private institutions of higher learning were attempt- 
ing to block payments of benefits to Korean veterans. This same im- 
plic ation has been reflected in testimony and arguments in the House 
of Representatives. For instance, this particular news dispatch—and 
there was another one of the United Press—stated : 

The bill's sponsors said the hitch (or road block) developed from last-minute 
opposition by a group of private-school operators to key points of the veterans’ 
measure. 

I would like to submit to you the names of 429 such “private-school 
operators.” which include such names of Columbia, Johns Hopkins, 
Cornell, New York University, Lafayette, Syracuse, Brown, George- 
town, Boston University, Vanderbilt, Oglethorpe, Tulane, Texas 
Christian, Beloit, Illinois Institute of Technology, University of Chi- 
eago, Macalester, Oberlin, Stanford—and I could go on for 400 more. 

It has been consistently said before this committee that this bill is 
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intended to provide aid to the veteran—not Federal aid to education. 

The Commissioner of Education stated to you: 

The thing that keeps coming up in my mind is that this is to educate veterans, 
and not to subsidize institutions of higher learning. 

This, in our opinion, is a most unfortunate implication, because it is 
obviously directed at the privately controlled, nonprofit institutions 
of higher learning. A lengthy rebuttal of this point could be pre- 
sented, but I will resist the temptation, and I will simply state the 
simple fact that in virtually no instance in the United States does the 
tuition paid by the student to a private nonprofit institution of higher 
learning actually cover the cost of his education. 

I would like, with your permission, to pre sent to vou, to accent our 
position in a brief s tatement, and the position | feel is the view of the 
majority of educators in the country, Dr. Charles J. Turck, president 
of the Macalester College of St. Paul, Minn. Dr. Turck is . forme! 
president of the Association of American Colleges which represents, 
as you know, 682 colleges in this country, and is an immediate past 
member of the executive committee of the American Council on Edu- 
cation. 

Senator Hitn. All right, Doctor. 

Dr. Turck. I am speaking, Senator, really, for the American Asso- 
ciation of University Colleges, which includes prac tically all of the 

‘hurch-related col leges of the countr V and also the American liberal 
arts colleges. 

The American Council on Education is an over-all body organized 
at the time of World War IT and a very important body in which the 
universities and a great many other institutions and associations that 
do educational work, like the Red Cross and the e vy Scouts, are all 
united in this one great over-all organization. I want to make clear 

I am not representing that body, but simp I) the 682. private 
colleges in the Ameri ican Associ ation of U niversity Colleges 

Representative Tracur. You say that you are speaking for the 
\merican Association of University Colleges? 

Dr. Turck. Dr. Snavely asked me to come here; yes, sir. 

Representative Treacur. I wonder why Dr. Snavely would have told 
ine re that they had no decision and were not going to testify 
on this bill? 

Dr. Turck. Well, I can’t answer that, s 

Representative Tracur. He told me that as late as yesterday. 

Dr. Turck. Yes, sir. Their board of directors has not officially 
taken action, but these 429 colleges are all in this group of 682. And 
when you remember that these reports came in at the time of com- 
mencement, when colleges were closing, when they were ieee ly 
busy, and that they were gathered together in—how long a period of 

time ?—2 weeks, that is a ver v remarkable record. 

I have been a college president for 22 years. I have been president 
of this association. Ithink Iam spet aking the sentiment of the schools. 
[ have no resolution to present here. Yesterday afternoon, I was 
asked to come by Dr. Snavely. 

Representative Tracur. It is rather unusual that Dr. Snavely would 
have told me that. 

— Dr. Turck. Dr. Snavely’s position, if I can think back a moment, 
is probably 
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Representative Teague. I think it is unimportant, doctor. I just 
wanted that point brought out. 

Dr. Turck. It is important in this sense, that this questionnaire 
that was taken by the American Council on Education, he regards as 
saying, “That is the reason why the Association of American Colleges 
did not take a separate questionnaire.” In fact, he told me that over 
the phone. 

Mr. Cosnurn. Mr. Chairman, I do think it is important that there be 
some identification of the actual schools Mr. Fields represents. 

Mr. Firuips. May we present the list, by States, to veu ¢ 


EMERGENCY COMMITTEE FOR AMENDMENT OF KoreAN GI BILL, 
Los Angeles, May 20, 1952. 
Mr. JOHN JONEs, 
President, Jones (College) (University), 
Jonesville, 


[Sample] 


DEAR PRESIDENT JONES: H. R. 7656, introduced by Congressman Teague and 
titled “Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952," will be brought to the 
floor of the House of Representatives for vote probably next Tuesday or Wednes 
day, May 27 or 28. 

This bill in general is excellent. However, the provision for a monthly all 
inclusive allowance to be paid to the veterans is seriously detrimental to at 
least one-half of the veterans and also to all private colleges and universities. 

Not only will this payment device remove from the veteran freedom of choice 
of institutions as enjoyed under the current GI bill (Public Law 346, amended), 
but will also tend, through economic compulsion, to discriminate against the 
Korean GI veteran who chooses to attend a privately controlled institution of 
higher learning. 

In practical terms, the bill as written cou’d divert as many as one-third of your 
potential veteran-students to public institutions (assumption from statistics of 
U.S. Office of Education). 

This situation can be corrected if the House of Representatives adopts the 
Springer amendment which will be offered next Tuesday or Wednesday when 
the bill is brought to the floor. Essentially, the Springer amendment divides 
the proposed all-inclusive allowance into two parts: a tuition allowance, and 
au Subsistence allowance, In this sense, it follows the formula of the GI bil 
but reduces total benefits in accordance with the over-all reductions in H. R. 
TONG. 

Please join us in supporting the Springer amendment by doing the following 

1. Write special delivery—or better yet, telegraph—your Congressman and 
your two Senators. Because this bill will probably be acted upon by a voice 
vote, it is imperative that, in your communication to your Congressman, vou 
request him to be on the floor and vote next Tuesday and Wednesday. 

2. Have the president of your board of trustees and the president of your alvwunni 
association do the same, and by Friday, May 23, if it is to be effective. 

6. Check and mail the enclosed postcard immediately, so that it may be received 
in time to be assembled into a jist which will be inserted in the Congresisoual 
Record for Monday, May 26 

Sincerely, 
Frep D. Faae, Jr., 
Chairman pro tompore (President, University of Southern Cali- 
fornia.) 

P. S.—If you belong to the ACE, you will note that their questionnaire to 
you dated May 16, 1952, is seeking information along the lines indicated here. 
but the return date of May 30 will be too late to be effective. 

Emergency committee: Boston University, Denver University, James Millikin 
University, New York University, Ripon College, Stanford University, Syracuse 
University, Texas Christian University, Tulane University, University of South 
ern California, Williamette University. 


Dr. Turck. You gentlemen probably know that the American 
Association of University Colleges goes back to the late nineties 





VETERANS READJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1952 


when it was organized by Mr. Robert Kelly primarily as the church- 
related colleges of the country. It gr adually took in all the other 
schools. You know that, Senator Doug: is. And it has continued as 
a general association of liberal arts colleges, including practically all 
the church-related colleges, but also including the liberal arts colleges 
of the universities. It never pretends, though, to speak for the unt 
versities. That is the point Iam trying to m: ake, though, because they 
are much more influential than the other bodies. It does, however, 
speak for the colleges. 

Representative Teague. Mr. Chairman, in addition to those names, 
would it be proper to put in a letter that went out to the different 
colleges, and the post card or whatever it was that went with it 

Senator Hitt. Very well. 

(The information referred to was not furnished to the reporter. 

Dr. Turck. These colleges for which I am speaking are in the 
American Association of U niversity Colleges, and they believe that 
the provisions in the Teague bill which make payments direct to 
students and make no payments direct to institutions unduly favor the 
lower-cost institutions against the higher-cost institutions of learning. 
Fortunately or unfortunately, private nonprofit and church-related 
colleges are, nearly all of them, in the higher-cost tuition category. 
The reason is that they do not have and do not want any direct govern 
ment alk. They are ae ated as institutions of higher learning by 
independent boards of trustees who are free from political a 
and are not to be confused with or classified with proprieti iy institu 
tions. They are not so chartered. ‘They cannot operate in th: it way. 

These colleges would like to have their claims presented to the 
returning veterans of the Korean struggle on an equal basis, financi 
ally speaking, with the claims of the tax-supported institutions. How 
ever, if a young veteran has $110 a month to spend and it would cost 
him from $45 to $50 a month for tuition and fees at a private college 
and S10 or less a month for tuition and fees at a tax-supported coer 
tion, he is much less hke ly to choose the priv: ite college. Tha Ff 
only true of veterans. That is true of students I have talked to fon 
22 years. They look around. They shop around. For this reason, 
we think the allotment to the individual student should cover sub 
sistence only: and the payment of tuition and fees at the established 
rates, subject to a maximum fixed by law, whatever it may be, should 
be paid to the institution. 

We cannot understand why students should be encouraged by the 
Congress to go to tax-supported institutions of learning and thereby 
increase the load on State t: axpayers, instead of being encouraged to go 
to the private colleges without any cost to State taxpayers. 

We believe that as institutions of higher learning, relying upon our 
own resources and efforts and operating on a nonprofit basis, we 
should at least have an equality of treatment with tax-supported i 
stitutions in our approaches to students who are coming from the 
Korean st ruggle. 

The private colleges as a class are able to receive additional students 
because we have gathered together competent faculties and have pro- 
vided out of our resources and by benevolent gifts from friends, build- 
ing space to take care of the returning veterans. If these students 
are to be crowded into tax-supported institutions, in every case—and 
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it has happened over and over again—the State legislature will be 
besieged for more money for new buildings for more ‘students. That 
cycle is simply endless. Additional students could be absorbed into 
the campus life of these private colleges without additional capital ex- 
penditures in most cases and without the employment of many more 
teachers. And if capital expenditures are necessary, we have to get 
them out of our friends by benevolent gifts. 

If the members of the United States Senate re: uly believe in a dual 
system of higher education, which has always been characteristic of 
America, namely, the tax-supported universities on the one hand and 
the privately supported colleges and universities on the other, they 
will not pass a statute, in my humble judgment, that discriminates 
against a private group by making the economic provisions of the law 
favor a veteran’s choice of a tax-supported lower-cost tuition institu- 
tion. We ask no favors except that as regards the appeal we make 
to prospective students coming from the Armed Forces we shall have 
equal treatment with the tax-supported schools, namely, that tuition 
and fees in both cases should be paid at the institution’s rate, or appro- 
priate fraction thereof, and to the institution concerned. 

That is my statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Huu. Senator Douglas, any question ? 

Senator Dovatas. No questions. 

Senator Hitt. Congressman Teague, any questions? 

Representative Teacue. I have none. 

Senator Hitt. Well, we want to thank you gentlemen very much. 

Dr. Turck. We thank you very much, gentlemen, for your courtesy. 

Senator Hm... Now we have Dr. Francis Horn, representing the 
National Education Association. 


Doctor, we would be happy to have you proceed in your own way. 


STATEMENT OF FRANCIS H. HORN, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, DE- 
PARTMENT OF HIGHER EDUCATION, NATIONAL EDUCATION 
ASSOCIATION 


Dr. Horn. Thank you,sir. [havea brief formal statement I should 
like to read. 

I am the executive secretary of the department of higher education 
of the National Education Association. The department has a mem- 
bership of over 16,000 individuals in 1570 of the Nation’s 1860 insti- 
tutions of higher education. ‘The membership represents administra- 
tive officers of every kind and college teachers from eve ry academic 
and professional fie ‘Id. Since 1946 it has had a national committee on 
veterans’ affairs, the members of which have been active veterans’ coun- 
selors in both publicly-supported and privately-supported institutions. 
The committee has given continued study to legislative matters and 
regulations pertaining to the education of veterans. After thorough 
consideration of the report of the Teague Committee concerning the 
operation of Public Law 346 and of the various proposals before the 
House of Representatives for new GI legislation, this committee en- 
dorsed wholeheartedly the philosophy and major principles incor- 
porated in the bill whic h passed the House and is now before you for 
consideration in S. 3199. 

In addition, the depart ment’s executive committee of eight members 
considered this legislation since the issue of the Springer amendment 





VETERANS READJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1952 159 


was raised in the House and it endorsed the principle of direct pay- 
ment of all educational benefits to the veteran. This was by majority, 
not unanimous vote; it is apparent, of course, that all educators are not 
agreed concerning this matter. But it is significant that the testi- 
mony of educational organizations before the House committee was 
overwhelmingly in favor of the principle of direct payment. 

In addition to the NEA, there was the American Council of Educa- 
tion, the American Association of Junior Colleges, the Association of 
Land Grant Colleges, the National Association of State Approving 
Agencies, the American Vocational Association, the National Council 
of Chief State School Officers, and various private schools and associa- 
tions. No educational organization, to my knowledge, appeared be- 
fore the Teague Committee to oppose this principle. And the Associa- 
tizon of American Colleges has not taken an official stand on this, and 
Dr. Snavely told me on Tuesday that they had not taken an official 
stand. Therefore, while I think it is probably true that President 
Turck represents a majority opinion of that group, he does not repre- 
sent the official position of the Association of American Colleges. 

Represent: — TracukE. Doctor, may I ask you a question there 

Dr. Horn. Yes, sir. 

Representative TrEacur. Of course, you know that this thing has been 
considered over and over and has been worked through every educa- 
tional group. But how many do you think have any idea what this 
amendment is 4 

Dr. Horn. I don’t think that they have any idea. I think that the 
interest which has been stimulated resulted from this barrage of tele- 
grams which was stimulated by the letter you have put into the record. 
There was not before this thing developed any of this feeling at all. 
But I want to go on and explain in a moment here about my own trans- 
formation in thinking about GI legislation. 

In my opinion, anyone who takes a broad, objective view, who looks 
at the proposed legislation in terms of the welfare of the veterans 
and the best interests of the country, must support this position. 

Let me say that at first I opposed the principle myself. My own 
education, both undergraduate and graduate, has been in privately- 
supported colleges, and for six years I was on of a small junior 
vollege, now a senior college, in New England, priv: ately supported. 
For over four years I was a dean at Johns Hop kins University in 
charge of its evening program with over 5,000 students, some 40 per- 
cent of them veterans. I believed at first that payment to the vet- 
eran might discriminate against privately supported institutions, 
and at the organizational meeting of the American Council on Edu- 
cation last January, spoke out vigorously against a section commit- 
tee report to endorse this aspect of the Teague bill. As I studied the 
matter in subsequent months I become convinced, as have as many 
others in higher education, that direct payment i the veteran is 
the soundest basis for educational assistance to the new crop of GI’s. 

Let me stress the fact, gentlemen, that though support for the 
Springer amendment in the House and a comparab le amendment to 
S. 3199 has come from certain privately-supported institutions, this 
is not a conflict between publicly-supported and privately-supported 
institutions. Heads of some of the publicly-supported colleges and 
universities have objected to educating the veterans without any 
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financial assistance from the Federal Government, such as was given 
under Public Law 346; many of the heads of privately supported in- 
stitutions have repeatedly endorsed direct payment. May I remind 
vou that the committee on relationships of higher education to the 
Federal Government, of the American Council on Education, to 
which IT aet as consultant, and which has a majority of representa- 
tives of privately-controlled institutions, has supported the prine iple 
of direct payment. Dr. Everett Case of Colgate, the retiring presi- 
dent of the American Council on Education, in refusing to cooperate 
with the emergency committee for the amendment of the Korean GI 
bill, whose representative you have heard a morning, wrote that 
“unless the purpose of the GI grant, therefore, be to help not the vet- 
eran but the privately-endowed institutions, I see no justification for 
the kind of stipulation which the Springer amendment contains.” 
That is the end of that quotation. 

If it is not already in vour deliberations, I think the letter of Presi- 
dent Case ought to be put into your record. 

Senator Hinz. If it is not in, we will ask that the letter go in at the 
conclusion of your remarks, 

Dr. Horn. President Case, it seems to me, has put the matter right 
ina nutshell. This legislation is designed as assistance to the veteran 
student, and he — | be treated like any other student; the legisla- 
tion should not be designed to subsidize any particular group of 
schools with Government funds. To depart from this basic prine iple 
contained in S. 3199 is to open the door to the abuses that occurred in 
the administration of Public Law 346. To hold to it, moreover, is to 
reduce the possibility of the Federal Government’s influencing or con- 
trolling the operations of our institutions of higher education. Our 
colleges and universities must remain free and independent; we must 
also maintain our traditional balance between publicly supported and 
privately supported institutions. But no one has brought in any 
reliable evidence to show that the legislation proposed in S. 3199 
would discriminate against the latter and so upset this balance. 

Now, Mr. Springer, in his new proposal this morning, slightly dif- 
ferent from what he introduced in the House, has merely changed the 
administrative handling of the payment to the institution, not the 
basic principle, to which we are opposed. 

It should be pointed out, and this is where you can use figures either 
way—that Mr. Field has used these figures of the American council’s 
questionnaire. He spoke about a questionnaire of last June. That 
was before we had any specific legislation, It was before any Springer 
amendment had come up. 1 think you have to disregard that. But 
the questionnaires which were sent out in response to the motion 
passed at the council meeting in May are now available as to results. 
Unfortunately, I think one of the three options which was provided 
was “support and continue Public Law 346.” So far as I know, Con- 
gress Was not disposed to renew Public Law 346 as is, and it should 
not have been included. 

Now, the other two options were something comparable to the 
Springer bill, an administration bill, in which you would pay up toa 
certain amount direct to the institution, and the Teague bill without 
amendments. The results of that balloting, discounting those who 
signed for 346, show that 5 to 1 of the institutions which replied were in 
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favor of the Teague bill without amendments. I think you have in- 
formation to that effect probably from President Adams. 

Of course, if you admit those figures from 346, 1 grant you, you get 
the figures presented to you this morning. But if you exclude them, 
5 to 1 in favor of the Te: ague bill without amendment. 

Dr. Horn. Let me say, in view of what the Comptroller General 
said here this morning, we support direct payment to students be- 
cause we are convinced that it will cost the Government and the insti- 
tution less money, and we so stated in our testimony before the Teague 
committee. 

I wonder if I may make one or two further comments in terms of 
what has been said here. 

Senator Hitt. Go right ahead. Take your time now. 

Dr. Horn. Certain misconceptions, 1 think, can come from the 
testimony which President Turck and Mr. Field have presented. ‘The 
size of an institution has very little to do with the cost of education 
in that institution. Some of our smallest institutions are the most 
expe nsive. Some of our largest institutions are the most expensive. 
So when they say that this provides un opportunity to go to a small 
institution if you adopt the Springer amendment rather than the 
other way around, this is really a red herring. 

A second misconception is that all privately controlled institutions 
are more expensive than publicly controlled institutions. If you will 
take the nonresident fees in State universities, for example, you will 
find that the total cost of education in such an institution may in 
many cases be very much greater than the cost of education in a small 
privately controlled institution. You can’t just divide this down 
the middle. 

Senator Doveras. I was talking about the predominance, though. 

Dr. Horn. The predominance is probably correct. The president 
of the University of Wisconsin estimated a year ago in a statement 
[ saw that for a Wisconsin resident, not an out-of-State resident, 
which would add several hundred dollars to it, to go to the university, 
the cost was between $1,100 and $1,200 a year. There are small 
denominational colleges in the Midwest in that area where you can 
vo for a good deal less than that amount of money. 

The third is that I have never been able to understand why they 
think that the only basis upon which a student makes a selection for 
college is the cost of tuition. 

Senator Hitt. Doctor, the thing that interests me about that is 
that ever since we have had public tax-supported institutions and 
private colleges we have had this difference in the matter of tuition. 
[s that not true? In other words, this bill does not raise any new 
question. That is a question that has been here from the very begin- 
ning. Surely there must be many, many factors that enter into the 
selection of a college by a student other than the one factor of cost. 
ee your private schools would never have grown and_ pros- 
pered and have been able to do the job that they have so well done. 

Senator Doveras. What Public Law 346 did was to remove the 
factor of cost under consideration. 

Representative Tracur. That is right. 

Excuse me, Senator. It had another effect. It caused your col- 
leges-—for example, the University of Southern California, which 
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they represent—to raise tuition from $273 to $493. They went just 
as close to that $500 limit as they could get 

Dr. Horn. I am convinced, Senator Hill, that the average Ameri- 
can veteran who is of college caliber who is going to select an institu- 
tion of higher learning is going to the institution which will meet 
his needs, which will give ‘him the best possible education for his 
money. And insofar as discriminating against the privately con- 
trolled institution, before the war students went to privately con- 
trolled institutions. Many of those students had to go to publicly 
controlled instituions who would have preferred to have gone to a 
privately controlled one, but they did not have the money. Now, 
with this additional subsistence, many a student who has gone to his 
local institution, the City College of New York, for example, w vill 
find he could go to, for example, New York University, or Columbia. 

Gentlemen, may I say that we appreciate the opportunity to appear 
before the committee this morning and to make this presentment. 

But let me say, in addition to speaking for the NEA Department 
of Higher Education, that our parent organization, with some half 
million members, takes this same position. 

Senator Hiri. We certainly appreciate your coming and giving 
us this fine statement. We are very much obliged to you. 

Dr. Horn. Thank you, sir. 

Representative Tracur. Senator, I think it is interesting—that 
comment Dr. Horn made about changing his beliefs. We run into 
that over and over. Necessarily, every one who first approached it 
took his attitude. and then gradually changed over. 

Mr. Conurn. Senator. I believe you wanted this placed in the record. 
Tt isa letter from Chairman Teague, of the House of Representatives, 
with enclosures, including a letter from President Case, of Colgate 
University, and a list of org: wn itions favoring the principle of direct 
pavment to the veteran under the Teague bill. 

Senator Huw. That will be inserted in the record. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Hovse or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C.. May 29, 1952. 

Dear Corrracve: Members are currently being subjected to a pressnre cam 
pairn by certain private schools and book publishers in an effort to force the 
adoption of the Springer amendment to H. R. 7656 (the Korean Veterans’ 
Readjustment Act). These letters and wires are alleging that H. R. 7656 is 
discriminatory against the veteran who attends a private college. FH. R. 7656 
will nav a monthly scholarship allowance to a veteran and the veteran is free 
to attend any school of his choice. All institutions will compete on equal terms 
to enroll veterans, as they compete to enroll other students. 

The Springer amendment is actually a proposal to provide extra Federal aid 
to a favored group of private schools. H. R. 7656 nrovides equal treatment to 
all veterans and was written as a veteran aid hill and not a Federal aid to 
education bill designed to subsidize certain categories of schools. 

Testimony before the Veterans’ Affairs Committee has strongly supported 
the nrinciple of direct payment to the veteran. For your information, I am 
attaching extracts of testimony and statements by the veterans’ organizations, 
governmental agencies and educational grouns on this point. 

Attached also is a letter by Dr. Everett Case, president of Colgate University, 
addressed to President F. D. Fagg, Jr.. chairman pro tempore, emergeney com- 
mittee for amendment of the Korean GI bill, University of Southern California, 
Los Angeles. As you know, Colgate University is a private university. For that 
reason, Dr. Case’s opinion as to the desirability of the Springer amendment is 
of particular interest. 
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We believe H. R. 7656 is a fair and equitable bill which will eliminate much 
of the waste and abuse which has occurred and substantially reduce the cost 
of the veterans’ educational program. I will sincerely appreciate your support 
in the passage of the bill. 
Very truly yours, 
OLIN EE, TEAGUE, Congressmen. 


OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
COLGATE UNIVERSITY, 
May 23, 1952. 
President F. D. Faaa, Jr., 
Chairman pro tempore, Emergency Committee for Amendment of Korean GI 
Bill, 
University of Southern California, Los Angeles, Calif. 

DEAR Mr. Face: In response to your circular letter of the 20th, may I say that 
I am opposed to the Springer amendment and support the Teague bill. Since 
you have advanced your reasons for supporting the Springer amendment, you 
are entitled to have mine. 

First, I fail to see how the Springer amendment can fairly be said to aid 
the veteran. It puts no more money in his pocket if he chooses to attend a 
privately supported college or university, and could actually reduce the stipend 
available should he choose to attend a tax-supported institution. It can help 
him only on the assumption, to which I cannot subscribe, that it is always and 
invariably to his advantage to attend a privately supported college. 

Second, when a student chooses his college, there is normally an economic dif- 
ferential between cost to him of attending the tax-supported and the privately 
supported institution, which we, in the latter catezory, seek to compensate through 
scholarship opportunities, Any grant, such as the Teague bill provides, which 
reduces for the veteran the cost of his education, should make it that much easier 
for the man who prefers a privately supported institution to attend it. Unless 
the purpose of the GI grant, therefore, be to help not the veteran but the privately 
endowed institution, I see no justification for the kind of stipulation which the 
Springer amendment contains. 

Third, in the light of these two considerations, it seems to me unwise both 
intrinsically and as a matter of public relations for the privately supported 
institutions to agitate for the favored position which the Springer amendment 
would afford. Colgate has never complained about the competition which the 
State universities provide, and sees no reason to start complaining about it 
now. On the contrary, we consider such competition healthy, and have no fear 
that we shall fail to interest our share of promising young men from various 
economic levels in the opportunities—including scholarship opportunities— 
which Colgate offers. As for the eductional grants which the Congress au- 
thorizes in the veterans’ behalf, Colgate believes that they are designed to help 
the man rather than any particular class or type of institution, and we find that 
the Teague bill meets these criteria, as the Springer amendment does not. 

Faithfully yours, 
EVERETT CASE, 
President, Colgate University. 


EXTRACTS OF TESTIMONY AND STATEMENTS OF VETERANS’ ORGANIZATIONS, Gov- 
ERNMENTAL AGENCIES AND EpUCATIONAL Groups SupportinGa H. R. 7656 ANpD 
THE PRINCIPLE OF DirEcT PAYMENT TO THE VETERAN 

{MVETS: 

“We support granting an educational allowance to participants in this new 
program, this to be in lieu of the present subsistence and tuition and supplies 
payments.” 

Veterans of Foreign Wars: 

“TI think of course there will probably be some other headaches that will pop 
up on the direct payment to veterans, but I think in the long run you have elimi- 
nated the possibility of the big headache in all the contracts with the schools.” 
General Accounting Office: 

“Under these bills (H. R. 6425 and H. R. 7656) an amount, designed to cover 
the cost of tuition, books, and supplies, and subsistence would be paid to the 
veteran leaving the determination as to the school and all financial arrange- 
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ments as a matter to be handled solely by the veteran. * * * The General 
Accounting Office views the program proposed by H. R. 6425 (H. R. 7656) and 
related bills as a more realistic approach to granting educational assistance to 
veterans than the existing program.” 

United States Office of Education: 

“The basis of the program is justice to the veteran—restoration of his edu- 
cational opportunity. Therefore the relationships to be established in the first 
instance should be between the individual veteran and the Federal Government, 
without any intermediaries. The veteran should have his entitlement certified 
directy to him and draw his benefits directy.” 

Bureau of the Budget: 

“The size and complexity of the program, together with the lack of normal 
competitive checks and balances, frequently produced a situation which actually 
encouraged exploitation of the veteran and of the Government. A new program 
designed in such a wiy as to minimize the possibilities of such exploitation would 
have distinct advantages over the existing program.” 


American Council on Education: 


(An educational organization composed of 146 national and regional educa- 
tional associations and 9S2 institutional members, comprising universities, col- 
leges, teachers’ colleges, State departments of education, city school systems, and 
special educational institutions. ) 

“We endorse a policy which would establish a scholarship grant or aid contract 
between the veteran and the Federal Government and relieve educational insti- 
tutions of an agency responsibility which in the past has been time consuming 
and expensive for the Government and institutions alike.” 

American Association of Junior Colleges 

(An educational organization composed of 450 institutional Inembers in 46 
States and indirectly representing 150 additional colleges with a combined student 
enrollment of more than 500,000. ) 

“Third, we favor H. R. 6425 (H. R. 7656) because it extends these benefits 
and provides for a better working arrangement between the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration and the colleges and technical schools. Apparently its provisions are 
aimed at the elimination, as far as possible, of excessive paper work and clerical 
work which became a burden to many colleges in recent years under the GI 
bill of rights. * * * We believe that the method and amounts of payments 
are in keeping with the findings of experience with the past GI bill of rights 
and that such methods of payment should be approved.” 


Joint Committce of Business Officers of the Association of Land-Grant Colleges 
and Universities and the National Association of State Universities 

“Rather than involving an institution of higher learning in any way other than 
a certification of enrollment, | would prefer to have an outright scholarship bill 
with a flat sum, the amount to be determined by dependency status and payable 
to the veteran with complete freedom of choice to him as to where he will enroll.” 
Association of Land Grant Colleges 

(An association composed of 52 colleges and universities located in all of the 
States and Territories. Their combined enrollment is about one-fifth of the 
total enrollment in 4-year colleges and universities in this country.) 

“Another important principle of H. R. 6425 (H. R. 7656) provides that the 
Federal Government shall make all payments directly to the veteran and tnat 
the veteran shall pay his own bills for tuition, fees, books, and supplies. Our 
association believes this is a sound principle.” 

National Association of State Approving Agencies 

(An organization composed of the State approving agencies of the 48 States 
and Territories. ) 

“We believe that it would be desirable and workable from an administrative 
standpoint, to pay to each participating veteran a prescribed amount each month, 
from which amount he should pay all expenses incurred including tuition, fees, 
books, and supplies.” 


National Education Association of the United States: 


“We are particularly pleased with section IV of the bill, which provides for 
payments directly to the veteran rather than to the educational institution. We 
are convinced that this is one of the most important principles in H. R, 7656.” 
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American Vocational Association, Inc.: 

“We are particularly anxious to see that section of the bill that proposes to pay 
all subsistence and tuition funds directly to veterans retained in the bill.” 
National Council of Chief State School Officers: 

(An organization of State commissioners and State superintendents of educa- 
tion in the 48 States and Territories. ) 

“Payments should be made to the veterans on an individual basis rather than 
to an educational institution as such and should be the sume in the case of any 
veteran regardless of what institution he may select for attendance.” 


Private school associations, including the National Association and Council of 
Business Schools, National Council of Technical Schools, National Home 
Study Council and National Association of Mortuary Schools with an en- 
rollment of approximately 1,750,000 students: 

“Our committees have carefully studied all of the bills now under consideration 
with reference to the GI training programs. They are in agreement with and 
endorse the general principles and philosophy contained in H. R. 6425. We 
strongly endorse the principle of direct payment to the veteran.” 


Mr. Conurn. [| also offer for the record a document captioned “Mem 
orandum to Members of the Senate” dated June 6, 1952 from Arthur 
S. Adams, President of the American Council on Education, with 
enclosures. 

Senator Hinz. It will be placed in the record. 

(The material referred to follows :) 


MEMORANDUM TO MEMBERS OF THE SENATE JUNE 6, 1952 


Since H. R. 7656 has been passed in the House and is now before the Senate 
for consideration, I am sending you an unrevised copy of the explanatory 
material and the questionnaire on this legislation circulated to members of the 
American Council on Education last month. The enclosure includes a summary 
of Council activities, particularly those of the cognizant standing committee, 
the Committee on Relationships of Higher Education to the Federal Gov 
ernment, 

The last page includes the votes of colleges and universities, as tabulated 
to noon, June 6, 1952. 

ARTHUR S. ADAMS, 
President, American Council on Education 


AMERICAN COUNCIL ON EDUCATION, 
Washington, D. C., May 16, 1952 


QUESTIONNAIRE ON VETERANS EDUCATIONAL BENEFITS 


( NoTe.—See last page for questionnaire to be returned to the American Council 
on Education.) 

This statement and questionnaire have been prepared to review with the 
membership of the council legislation now pending in the House Veterans’ 
Affairs Committee covering proposed educational benefits for veterans on active 
duty since June 27, 1950. 


BILLS INTRODUCED To DAt: 


The legislation that has been drafted in bills resulting from hearings and 
deliberations to date may be broken into three major classifications in terms of 
provisions and administration: 

(1) H. R. 6377 is the most recent bill providing for an extension of most of 
the provisions of Public Law 346, the present GI bill. These provisions are 
familiar to college and university officials from past operating experience and 
need not be summarized here. 

(2) The second category of bills, commonly referred to as the Administration 
bills, were introduced during August 1951. S. 1940, H. R. 5088, and H. R. 5040 
were discussed in detail in the council bulletin, Higher Education and National 
Affairs, No. 174, dated August 13, 1951. These are identical bills “to provide 
certain educational and training benefits to veterans who served in the active 
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military, naval, or air service on or after June 27, 1950.” These bills are 
similar in many respects to Public Law 346, as amended, but provide for lower 
payments to institutions (one-half the tuition up to a maximum total tuition 
limit of $600). Subsistence payments to the veteran are raised in these bills 
$5 per month over Public Law 346 provision, to cover books and supplies, which 
the veteran would purchase. Under these bills veterans in full institutional 
training would be allowed $80 if without dependents, $110 if with one dependent, 
and $125 if with more than one dependent. Income from the allowance plus 
income from productive labor, in these bills, could not exceed a rate of $2,580 
for 12 months for a veteran without dependents, $3,300 for a veteran with one 
dependent, and $3,540 for a veteran with more than one dependent. 

(3) The third group of bills represents modifications resulting in large part 
from the report of the House Select Committee To Investigate Educational, 
Training, and Loan Guaranty Programs Under the GI Bill (the Teague com- 
mittee). The bill sponsored by Mr. Olin Teague, Democrat, Texas, chairman 
of the select committee, is now numbered H. R. 7656 (replacing H. R. 6425), 
introduced April 30, 1952, after hearings at which testimony was presented, 
prepared from study by a special subcommittee of the Council Committee on 
Relationships of Higher Education to the Federal Government. This bill pro- 
vides for payment of all benefits directly to the veteran as a partial tuition, 
books, and subsistence scholarship to be used to obtain education at an institu- 
tion of the veteran’s choice. Amount of the payment would be $110 per month 
for single veterans with no dependents or $150 per month if the veteran has one 
or more dependents. Entitlement is for a period of education not to exceed 
36 months. (This compares with 48 months under the Administration bills 
and Public Law 346.) Programs must be initiated within 2 years after discharge 
or the effective date of the act, and no education will be offered after 7 years 
beyond discharge. (This compares with 4 years and 9 years, respectively, 
under Public Law 346. The 2-year and 7-year limits are included in the Admin- 
istration bills.) 

In addition to the Teague bill (H. R. 7656), Mr. Rankin, Democrat, Mississippi, 
has introduced an omnibus bill, H. R. 7642, embodying the major provisions 
of the Teague bill, including payment of all funds to the veteran, but providing 
for the menthly amounts for $90 for veterans with no dependents, $110 per 
month for one dependent, and a rate of $135 for veterans with more than one 
dependent. H. R. 7642 includes additional provisions for loans, retirement 
insurance, and unemployment compensation. 


(CONSIDERATION OF VETERANS’ EpUCATION LEGISLATION BY THE COUNCIL 


In June 1951 the American Council on Education submitted a questionnaire 
to its membership regarding possible extension of educational benefits to 
veterans who serve in the Armed Forces on and after June 27, 1950. One of 
the questions referred to the mode of payment, i. e., whether the tuition 
payment should be made to the institution as under the GI bill, or whether a 
fixed sum should be paid directly to the veteran to cover tuition and other fees, 
books, and subsistence. Most of the replies from all types of institutions of 
higher education favored payments on the same basis as those made under 
the GI bill. 

After the results of the questionnaire had been compiled, the council's 
Committee on Relationships of Higher Education to the Federal Government 
(membership attached) discussed them with appropriate governmental agencies 
and with representatives of the House Select Committee To Investigate Educa- 
tional, Training, and Loan Guaranty Programs Under GI Bill, Congressman 
Olin E. Teague, chairman. These discussions appeared to make it clear that 
the Congress was not disposed to extend the GI bill with its liberal benefits. 
The committee was advised that the House Committee on Veterans’ Affairs 
was interested mainly in legislation based upon three fundamental considera- 
tions: (a) The need for a long-range program of educational benefits for 
veterans, (b) the necessity that this program be geared to the national economy 
and to the limited amount of continuing Federal funds available for this purpose, 
and (c) the necessity for a greatly simplified administrative procedure for 
both the Federal Government and the institution. It was pointed out that the 
system and amount of payment under the GI bill did not square with these 
fundamental considerations, 

Unfortunately, these statements were made to the committee off the record, 
and it was not until February 14, 1952, that the report of the Teague committee 
was released. At the meeting of the organization members of the council on 
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January 25-26, 1952, an effort was made to procure a consensus but the issues 
were “referred to the staff for continued study.” It was, however, apparent 
that a substantial proportion of representatives of organizations who were 
present recognized the advisability of supporting legislation that would make 
the payment directly to the veteran. 

The committee on relationships devoted part of the February 11, 1952, meeting 
to discussion of the issue, and in an informal poll of the member's and consultants 
showed preponderant judgment in favor of the Teague bill with its direct payment 
to veterans. The Teague bill was first introduced on February 5, 1952. ‘The 
committee on relationships appointed a subcommittee under the chairmanship 
of President Carter Davidson, of Union College, Schenectady, N. Y., and author- 
ized it to prepare and present testimony. This was presented on March 4, 1952. 

On March 10 the complete transcript of the testimony was sent to all colleges 
and universities asking for reactions and stating that the council's testimony 
would be revised in the light of such comments before presentation to the Senate 
committee. Only eight communications had been received by the. council up 
to the time of the annual meeting on May 2-3, 1952, four in commendation, four 
suggesting modifications. 

The Teague bill has been further revised and was reported out of the com- 
mittee on May 14, 1952. It is now possible to procure the judgment of the 
council membership on the bill which will be acted upon in the House and this 
is the express purpose of this communication. 


Facrors To Be CoNSIDERED IN EVALUATING CURRENT LEGISLATION 


The EKighty-second Congress faces a situation considerably different from that 
of 1944, when the GI bill was enacted. Instead of a tlood of millions of mez 
(9 millions were released between June 1945 and June 1946) returning to civilian 
life after an extended period of active service in a war of world-wide propor 
tions (a little more than 8,000,000 veterans took advantage of the GI bill, some 
2,000,000 of them attended an institution of higher education) only 20,000 men 
per month are now being discharged. By the fall of 1952 approximately 500,000 
men who have served on active duty since June 1950 will have been released t 
civilian. life. These veterans have an average of 2 years of service in the 
Armed Forces of currently around 314 million men, mustered for the long-range 
garrison economy of partial mobilization resulting from the Korean conflict 
Since these men will be returning to civil life in relatively small numbers ove! 
a long period of time, there is no reason to expect that those who take advantage 
of educational benefits will overcrowd educational institutions. 

Any new program of education and training, provided to recompense veterans 
for interruption of their normal progress, will probably last much longer than 
the program conceived in 1944 when Public Law 846 was enacted. The present 
Selective Service Act runs to 1955, and will undoubtedly be extended unless the 
world situation improves. Any new veterans’ program, then, will mean a more 
or less permanent and extended outlay of national funds for thousands of vet 
erans for an indefinite period in the future. 

Certain benefits given World War II veterans have already been extended to 
Korean veterans in the application of Public Law 16 for the disabled. The real 
problem is not whether there should be a new GI bill for veterans other thar 
those physically disabled, but rather what should the new bill provide in the 
light of new conditions and the present problems arising from military service 
under partial mobilization. 

The present proposed program for veterans’ education and training may well 
serve to set the policy pattern for any future program of financial aid or scholar- 
ship at the Federal level providing education in our colleges and universities. 


SUMMARY OF SOME ARGUMENTS Wuicin Have BreEN ADVANCED FOR AND AGAINS® 
EACH OF THE THREE TYPES OF PROPOSED LEGISLATION IN RELATION TO MODE OF 
PAYMENT 

H. R. 6377! EXTENSION OF EDUCATIONAL BENEFITS OF PUBLIC LAW 346 


Arguments for: 


1. Direct payments to all types of institutions would be made by the Federat 
Government on the basis of tuition or determined instructional costs us 
heretofore. 

2. Can be defended as sound Government policy, in that payment. is based o1 
demonstrable costs. 
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3. Assures veteran of receiving complete subsidy for his education at any type 
of institution he chooses. 

4. Lessens the pressure toward increase of customary fees for nonveteran 
students. 

5. All veterans would receive the same benefits as those of World War II. 


Arguments against: 


1. Involves complicated fiscal relationships, including contracting, determina- 
tion of formulas, auditing, etc., with Federal Government. 

2. Is subject to attack as a program of aid to institutions rather than veterans, 
since usual sources of support for institution would not contribute to educational 
cost for veteran students. 

3. Involves no financial responsibility on the part of the veteran for his own 
education. 

4. Involves substantial administrative costs for the institution and the Federal 
Government. 

5. Over-all cost imposes too great a burden upon the national economy as a 
long-range policy. 


S. 1940, H. R. 50388, H. R. 5040: Stuirar To Pusiic Law 346 Bur Lesser PAYMENT 
A 


rguments for: 


1. Would require the veteran to contribute substantially to the cost of his 
education. 

2. Would reduce cost to the Government by reducing the amount of payment 
to educational! institutions. 

3. Would continue in some degree, the principle and procedures enunciated in 


the original GI bill (Public Law 346). 
Arguments against: 


1. Would involve dual billing and collection by the institution (once to the 
Federal Government and once to the veteran), with no increase in revenue to 
cover extra administrative costs. For institutions with low fees, administrative 
costs would be a substantial part of tuition income. 

2. Would retain direct fiscal relationships between the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion and educational institutions, through which some degree of control could 
be exercised. 

3. For some institutions would raise the question of whether payment of only 
half the fee would cause veterans to seek low-tuition institutions. 

4. Would require considerable administrative and fiscal machinery in the Vet- 
erans’ Administration. 

5. Would exert some pressure toward raising total tuition and fees to $600. 

6. Would exert pressure on the institution to remit the half of the tuition 
not paid by the Federal Government. 


H, R. 7656 (TEAGUE) AND H. R. 7642 (RANKIN): PAYMENTS ONLY TO VETERAN 


Arguments for 


1. The veteran student would be in the same relationship to the institution as 
the nonveteran. 

2. The student would be required to assume a part of the financial responsi 
hility for his education, 

3. Fiscal relationships between the Veterans’ Administration and the institu- 
tions would be reduced and hence result in the proportionate reduction of possi 
bility of control through fiscal power over institutions or programs. 

4. Costly administrative overhead would be reduced both in institutions and 
in the Federal Government. 

5. Customary sources of support of the institution would resume their normal 
pre-World War II status, and there would be no tendency to increase fees 
because federally paid. 

6. Distribution of students between types of institutions would remain about 
the same as in a normal period without a veterans program, since this plan 
takes existing financial resources and adds a flat sum to them. 


Arguments against 


1. This plan of payment would cause veterans to seek low-cost institutions. 
2. Monthly payments to veterans would cause difliculty in the collection of 
tuition and fees in advance as is now required at most institutions. 
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3. For institutions with relatively low or no fees, the Federal Government 
should assume responsibility for a greater share of the educational cost of 
veterans that is provided by the customary fee. 

4. Lack of direct fiscal relationships between the Veterans’ Administration 
and the educational institution leaves the Government without power to correct 
abuses by withholding payments. 


COMMITTEE ON RELATIONSHIPS OF HIGHER EDUCATION TO THE FEDERAL 
GOVERN MENT 


MEMBERS 


J. L. Morrill, chairman; president, University of Minnesota, Minneapolis 14, 
Minn. 

Leonard Carmichael, president, Tufts College, Medford, Mass. 

Carter Davidson, president, Union College, Schenectady 8, N. Y. 

Virgil M. Hancher, president, State University of Iowa, Iowa City, Iowa. 

John A. Hannah, president, Michigan State College, East Lansing, Mich. 

Henry T. Heald, chancelor, New York University, New York 3, N. Y. 

Althea K. Hottel, dean of women, University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia 4, 
a. 

Charles 8. Johnson, president, Fisk University, Nashville 8, Tenn. 

Deane W. Malott, president, Cornell University, Ithaca, N. Y. 

Hugh G. Price, dean, Montgomery Junior College, Takoma Park, Md. 

Hidward b. Rooney, S. J., executive director, Jesuit Educational Association, 49 
East Eighty-fourth Street, New York 58, N. Y. 

Richard H. Shryock, director, institute of the history of medicine, Jolins Hopkins 
University, Baltimore 18, Md. 

Raymond Walters, president, University of Cincinnati, Cincinnati 21, Ohio 

itoscoe L. West, president, State Teachers College, Trenton 5, N. J. 


CONSULTANTS 


Jesse P. Bogue, executive secretary, American Association of Junior Colleges, 
1785 Massachbusetis Avenue NW., Washington 6, D.C 

Helen D. Bragdon, general director, American Association of University Wome! 
1634 I Street NW., Washington 6, D.C. 

Robert P. Fischelis, secretary, American Pharmaceutical Association, 
stitution Avenue NW., Washington 7, D.C. 

Ralph Ik. Himstead, general secretary, American Association of University 
fessors, 1785 Massachusetts Avenue NW., Washington 6, D.C 

Rt. Rev. Msgr. Frederick G. Hochwalt, secretary general, National 
Educational Association, 1785 Massachusetts Avenue NW., Washingt 

Francis H. Horn, executive secretary, department of higher education 
Edueation Association, 1201 Sixteenth Street NW., Washington 6, 

James McCaskill, director, division of legislative and federal relations, > 
Education Association, 1201 Sixteenth Street NW., Washington 6, D. ¢ 

Howard A. Meyerhoff, administrative secretary, American Asscciation for Ad 
vancement of Science, 1515 Massachusetts Avenue NW., Washington 6, D.C. 

M. D. Mobley, executive secretary, American Vocational Association, 1010 Vermont 
Avenue NW., Washington 5, D.C. 

Guy E. Snavely, executive director, Association of American Colleges, 726 Jack 
son Place NW., Washington 6, D.C, 

Russell I. Thackrey, executive secretary, Association of Land-Grant Colleges and 
Universities, 1785 Massachusetts Avenue NW., Washington 6, D.C, 

M. H. Trytten, director, office of scientific personnel, National Research Council, 
2101 Constitution Avenue NW., Washington 25, D.C. 

J. Fletcher Wellemeyer, consultant, American Council of Learned Societies, 
1219 Sixteenth Street NW., Washington 6, D.C. 

Edward H. Litchfield, executive director, American Political Science Association, 
1785 Massachusetts Avenue NW., Washington 6, D.C. 

Capt. J. J. O'Donnell, USN, Chief, Education Branch, Armed Forces, 1. & FE 
Division, Office of the Secretary of Defense, Building T-7, Gravelly Point, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

Ernest V. Hollis. Division of Higher Edueation, United States Office of Mducation, 
Federal Security Building, Washington 25, D.C 

Commander W. D. Thompson, USN, Office of Publie Information, National Organi 
zations Branch, Office of the Secretary of Defense, Washington 25, D. C. 
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QUESTION NAIRE ON PROPOSED LEGISLATION FOR EDUCATIONAL BENEFITS TO VETERANS 


Your judgment s sought as to which of the three alternatives listed below 
most nearly expresses the action you believe to be sound national policy in 
providing educational benefits to veterans discharged since June 27, 1950. 

Please put a check (V) in the box (] of only the one statement which best 
reflects your judgment. 

(a) Benefits on essentially the same basis as the educational 
program provided by the present GI bill (Public Law 346); i. e., 
payment of tuition, fees, cost of books, supplies, and equipment to 339 | 
the institution and a monthly subsistence allowance to the veteran? . 
(See paragraph 1 and arguments re H. R. 6877.) 

(b) Payment to the institution of 4% the customary tuition up to 
a maximum total tuition limit of $600 and a monthly subsistence 
allowance to the veteran, such allowance to include an allotment 
for books, supplies and equipment? (See paragraph 2 and argu- 
ments re S. 1940, H. R. 5038, H. R. 5040.) 

(c) A flat-rate monthly scholarship paid directly to the veteran 
which he can apply on the total cost of his education? (Teague 
aud Rankin bills, see paragraph 3 and arguments re H. R. 7656 
and H. R. 7642.) 


Completed by: 

Name 

Position 

Institution 

he 
Please return before May 30 to: Dr. 
Arthur S. Adams, President American 
Council on Edueation, 1785 Massachu- 
setts Avenue NW., Washington 6, D. C. 


Senator Hitz. The subcommittee will recsess until 2 o’clock Tuesday 
afternoon. 


» 


(Whereupon, at 12:20 p. m., Friday, June 13, 1952, the hearing was 
recessed until 2 p. m., Tuesday, June 17, 1952.) 
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TUESDAY, JUNE 17, 1952 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
SreciAL SUBCOMITTEE ON VETERANS’ EpucatTion AND 
REHABILITATION BENEFITS, OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
LABoR AND Pupniic WELFARE, 
Washington, See, 

The subcomittee met at 2 p.m., pursuant to recess, in room K-42, the 
Capitol, Hon. Lister Hill (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present : Senators Hill, Douglas, Pastore, and Ives. 

Also present : William H. Coburn, chief clerk, and Paul H. Menk. 
professional staff member, Senate Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare: Oliver E. Meadows, counsel, House Select Committee on 
World War II Veterans’ Programs. 

Senator Hitz. The committee will come to order. 

Senator Ives, you wished to put something in the record / 

Senator Ives. Well, I have something from Mr. Bartlett, represent 
ing Syracuse University. 

Senator Hiri. All right. That may go in the record. 

(The material referred to follows :) 


A STATEMENT RE H. R,. 7656—VETERANS’ READJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1952 
AND THE SPRINGER AMENDMENT 


By the Colleges and Universities Comprising the Emergency Committee for 
Amendment of the Korean GI Bill 


Boston University Syracuse University, Mr. Bartlett 
University of Denver Texas Christian University 
James Millikin University Tulane University 
New York University University of Southern California 
Ripon College Willamette University 
Stanford University 

I, BACKGROUND 


By September 1952, it is variously estimated there will be up to 750,000 vet- 
erans of the Korean war, and it is expected that almost an equal number will 
aecrue in each succeeding year for a number of years to come. It is generally 
predicted that about 30 percent of them will attend college. 

On April 29, 1952, H. R. 7656 was introduced by the Honorable Olin Teague, 
Congressman, from College Station, Tex., and chairman of House of Representa- 
tives Select Committee To Investigate Education Benefits for World War II 
Veterans. This committee brought to light certain irregularities occurring under 
Public Law 346, and as a result, Congressman Teague introduced H. R. 7656 
which, in general, provides: 

1. That a single veteran receive $110 a month (with dependents, $150) for 
subsistence and education,’ and 


‘These figures arrived at as follows: $75 single (or $115 married) monthly subsistence 
(taking the approximate amounts now given under Public Law 346) plus $31 for monthly 
tuition and fees, representing the average tuition for all institutions of higher learning 
(beth public and private), plus $4 monthly for books, equipment, and supplies. 
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2. That the payments be made in a lump sum directly to the veteran once a 
month, and from which he would pay his costs including tuition. 

On January 5, 1952, the proposed bill passed the House of Representatives 
without amendment 361 to 1. The bill was passed under suspension of rules 
which prevented the Springer amendment from being presented. This amend- 
ment would have changed two aspects of the Teague bill: 

1. Tuition payments up to a ceiling of $360 a year (present tuition allowance 
under Public Law 346 is $500) would be made directly to the institution by 
the Veterans’ Administration. 

2. A monthly allowance of $80 directly to the veteran for educational supplies 
and subsistence. 

The intent of the Teague bill is to help the veteran acquire an education which 
has been interrupted for military service. It is an aid to the veteran, not an 
aid-to-education bill. If the veteran chooses a tax-supported institution which 
charges low or no tuition, he may use the $110 (or $150) for whatever purpose (s) 
he elects. Congressman Teague believes that such a procedure will (a) simplify 
administration of the bill; (b) reduce the total benefits for the veteran, and (c) 
remove the Veterans’ Administration from contracting with schools. 

The Teague bill, if amended by the proposal of Congressman William L. 
Springer, Urbana, Ill., would reserve an allowance for tuition up to $360 for an 
academic year ($40 per month for 9 months). The college at the end of the 
term bills the student who, in turn, submits the invoice for payment to the college 
by the Veterans’ Administration. Congressman Springer’s amendment seeks 
fair and equal treatment for tax-supported and independent institutions, In both 
the bill and the amendment: 

1. The financial benefits are substantially the same 

2. The eligible educational institutions are identical. 

3. The major difference lies in the method of payment. 

The issue is: Which is the better proposal for the veteran and which is sound 

publie policy? 


Il, REASONS FOR FAVORING THE SPRINGER AMENDMENT 


The advantages to the veteran is that by creating an equal ceiling in all 
schools, the tuition factor affecting the choice of anyone is reduced. This means 
that a choice can be made from a broader selection and more adequately meet the 
educational needs of the student. Any system of educational benefits, whether it 
he athletic, special interest or academic, should make education rather than the 
tuition factor the paramount consideration. The question is always: What is 
best, in the long run for the student? Public Law 346 had the great merit of 
putting all schools on a more equal base and it is to be hoped, that in correcting 
some of the abuses, that its proven features not be forgotten or dropped, It dis- 
couraged “tuition-shopping” and the results prove that an avalanche of students 
did not descend on tax-supported any more than independent colleges. Actually, 
it encouraged an examination of the school’s ability to prepare the veteran in 
his special field of interest. The Springer amendment carries over this par- 
ticular attribute of Public Law 346. 

The point is made that to simplify administration, the veteran should be given 
the funds and permit him to decide how they should be used. This is not the 
normal solution to an educational problem. There is no question about the right 
or the need for permitting the veteran to make his choice of a school, But 
freedom to choose should be on a broad base—every college and university in 
America should be available—subject only to his academic qualifications, and 
the ability of the school to render a real service. Tuition should be the least 
of considerations. The real question is whether he will be limited to the school 
he can afford. 

In dealing with human nature in a free society it would certainly be under- 
standable if men and women—just out of the service and with little money to 
spend, and not infrequently with families to support—should be unduly at- 
tracted by low fees. For example, College A charges $60 a year: College B $600. 
Under the Teague bill, the single veteran has $110 per month to spend. When 
the veteran has only that income, is he likely to attend College B—evyen though 
it may have the program best fitted for him? Under the Springer amendment, 
he at least has $360 toward the $600. Educational decisions made on a tuition 
buse are less likely to accomplish the great goals of the bill itself. 

Actually several tax-supported State schools have only recently become aware 
of the problem, and it is reported they are writing and wiring their representa- 
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tives to prevent the possible flood of Korean GI's seeking free tuition while using 
benefits for subsistence. Some of these schools have even suggested a return to 
Public Law 346, giving them the right to make a contract with the Veterans’ 
Administration. While they cannot expect relief from the Springer amendment, 
Which treats veterans and nonveterans alike, it is evidence that even tax-sup- 
ported schools are mindful and concerned with the probability. 

The Springer amendment dramatically illustrates the di! erence in treatment 
between the World War If and the Korean veteran, The fact is the Korean 
veteran will be treated much less generously. Public Law 346 provided tuition 
allowance up to $500 for an academic year, plus books and subsistence at $75, and 
which was later raised to $90 a month, (These comparisons are for single stu- 
dents.) The Teague bill reduces the benefits to a monthly payment of $110. 
the lump-sum payment an effort to make less seem like more? 

Is it the intent of the Congress to sive the Korean veteran less than the World 
War II veteran? The Springer amendment does not change the amount of the 
benefits, but by separating tuition and subsistence it underlines that diff rence. 
Tuition is the most readily identifiable cost in higher education. Why attempt 
to bury it? 

The Springer amendment is supported by the majority of honprofit collegiate 
institutions, The evidence for the above is the 480 who have indicated their will- 
ingness to list their names and to publish them as a matter of record. The insti- 
tutions and the officers responsible are listed at the end of the report. 


Is 


Ill, WHY YMPORTANT? 


There is a second factor which, while less directly related to the immediate 
problem of educational benefits for the veteran, provides, nonetheless, a S'gnifi- 
cant background against which the Teague proposal should be considered. It is 
a point of view that has occasionally been misunderstood and which 
times, has been attacked as the selfish point of view of inde 
of which are church-related and all of Which are nonprofit. 

All legislation has its roots in all society and must be considered in the light 
of its total impact. No educational bill will benefit the veteran—no matter what 
its provisions—if it is antagonistic to the system in which it must operate. What 
of the Teague bill, measured from long-range public-service 

Most of the colleges that indicated their preference for 
institution did so believing that the present bill unduly favors the low-tuition 
school, and that it would upset the delicate balance between tax and independ- 
ently supported institutions. The dual system of education in the United States 
IS us Vital to educational freedom us our system of checks and balances is to the 
ederal Government. 

Respected educators have testitied that the bill will not make a great deal of 
difference and that the “opposition” are unduly concerned. Vj 
heen the price of freedom and this is “no exception.” 

It must be remembered that although educational benefits are now directed to 
750,000 Korean veterans, eventually the bill may well affect every able-bodied 
male student. Weare not dealing with an emergency measure such as Public Law 
346, but a long-range, nation-wide policy. 

Independent, nonprofit, collegiate institutions cannot accept the disarming 
observations, no matter how honestly motivated, without searching examingation. 
“Some times a pebble can start a landslide.” 

There is a further factor that if the Teague bill is passed, without amendment, 
it may at a later date become the pattern for Federal scholarships, and since 
the State often follow the Federal Government, direct payment to the veteran 
nay become the pattern for State scholarships, too. 

For years New York State, to use one example, has granted $3 
for tuition only. The scholarship gives the student the right to select the school, 
but payment is made by the State to the college. The efiect has been to encour age 
competition between fax-supported and independent colleges for outstanding 
students. After many years’ experience, the system has the enthusiastic endorse- 
ment of students and colleges alike. The concern of many informed educators is 
that, direct payment to the veteran might well become a precedent for Federal 
scholarships and cause a change in certain State scholarships as well. 

it is considerations such as these that cause the debate on the Teague bill to 
be played on a stage where the background is the dual System of education and 
when the immediate aetion involves edueutional benefits for the veteran measured 
by either yardstick, the wisest course is the Springer amendment. 
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Senator Ives. And you are going to make your statement, Dr. 
Meng; and Mr. Foster is collaborating with you. So that is that. 

Mr. Cosurn. Mr. Chairman, Senator Pastore wishes to offer his 
amendment formally. 

Senator Ives. What is his amendment ? 

Mr. Cosurn. It isthe same as the Springer amendment. 

Senator Hix. That may be inserted in the record. 

(The material referred to follows :) 


SENATOR PASTORE’S PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO H. R. 7656 
(Approved by House Legislative Counsel on June 12, 1952) 


Page 14, line 3, strike out the words “tuition, fees”. 

*age 16, line 9, strike out the words “or (f)” and insert “or” before the letter 
“ey”, 

Page 16, line 12, strike out the figure “$110” and insert in lieu thereof the 
figure “$80”. 

Page 16, line 14, strike the figure “$150” and insert in lieu thereof the figure 
“3190"’. 

Page 16, line 17, strike the figure “$80” and insert in lieu thereof the figure “$60”. 

Page 16, line 18, strike the figure “$110” and insert in lieu thereof the figure 
“$90"". 

Page 16, line 21, strike the figure “$50” and insert in lieu thereof the figure “$40”. 

Page 16, line 23, strike the figure “$70” and insert in lieu thereof the figure “$60.” 

Page 19, strike lines 8 through 15. 

Page 19, line 16, strike the letter “(g)” and insert in lieu thereof “(f)”. 

Page 19, strike out lines 28 and 24 and insert the following: “training, no 
education and training allowance or tuition and fees allowance shall be paid to 
such veteran, or on his behalf, under this title :” 

Page 20, line 5, after the word “training” insert the following: “and shall 
be in addition to any tuition and fees allowance payable to an education in- 
stitution on his behalf under Part V of this Title.” 

Page 20, line 14, strike the letter “(h)” and insert in lieu thereof “(g)”’. 

Page 22, line 5, insert a period after the word “therein”, and strike all the 
remaining words in the paragraph, beginning with the word “except” in line 5 
and ending with the word “course” in line 13. 

Page 22, after line 13, insert the following: 


Parr V—PAYMENTS TO EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS 
rUITION AND FEES ALLOWANCE 


Sec. 241. (a) The Administrator shall pay to the edueational institution a 
tuition and fees allowance on behalf of each eligible veteran enrolled in such 
institution who is entitled to receive an education and training allowance com- 
puted under section 252 (a), to meet, in whole or in part, his expenses for tuition 
and fees. Such allowance shall be paid for each period with respect to which the 
eligible veteran is entitled to receive an education and training allowance. 

(b) No tuition and fees allowance shall be paid on behalf of an eligible veteran 
with respect to any period during which (1) the eligible veteran is not entitled 
to receive an education and training allowance computed under section 232 (a), 
or (2) the institution charges or receives from the eligible veteran any amount 
in excess of the established charges for tuition and fees which the institution 
requires similarly circumstanced nonveterans enrolled in the same course to pay. 


COMPUTATION OF TUITIONS AND FEES ALLOWANCE 


Sec. 242. (a) Subject to the limitations contained in subsection (b), the 
tuition and fees allowance payable on behalf of an eligible veteran shall be 
paid at a rate equal to the established charges for tuition and fees which the 
institution requires similarly circumstanced nonveterans enrolled in the same 
course to pay, except that, where the Administrator finds that more than three- 
fourths of the students enrolled in the course in which the veteran is enrolled 
are having all or any part of their tuition and fees paid to or for them by the 
educational institution or the Veterans’ Administration under part VII o1 
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part VIII of Veterans Regulation Number 1 (a) or this title, such payments 
shall be at a rate which the Administrator determines to be a fair and reason- 
able charge for tuition and fees for such course. 
(b) No tuition and fees allowance paid on behalf of an eligible veteran 
shall exceed— 
(1)the rate of $3860 per annum, if the veteran’s program is pursued on 
a full-time basis, 
(2) the rate of $270 per annum, if the veteran’s program is pursued on 
a three-quarter time basis, 
(3) the rate of $180 per annum, if the veteran's program is pursued on 
a half-time basis, or 
(4) the rate of either (A) the established charges for tuition and fees 
which the institution requires similarly circumstanced nonveterans en- 
rolled in the sace course to pay, or (B) $110 per month for a full-time 
course, whichever is the lesser, if the veteran’s program is pursued on a 
less than half-time basis. 


PAYMENT OF TUITION AND FEES ALILOWANCI 


Sec. 243. Payments of tuition and fees allowances shall be made to educational 
institutions by the Administrator on the basis of vouchers (which shall be in 
such form and contain such information as the Administrator shall prescribe) 
issued by the institution to the veteran and transmitted by him to the Adminis- 
trator. Such vouchers shall cover tuition and fees for a semester or other 
standard and recognized academic unit of time. 

Page 49, line 9, after the word “allowance” insert the following: “or tuition 
and fees allowance” 

Renumber all figures in title II of the bill starting on page 22, line 14. Thus 
the figure part V on line 14, page 22 will become “Part VI", and the figure ‘241 
(a)’’ on line 16, page 22 will become “341 (a)”’, and so on. 

Senator Hirt. Do you want to hear Dr. Meng first ? 

Do you gentlemen have any preference as to who test tifies first ? 

Mr. Meng, please have a seat there, please. 


STATEMENTS OF JOHN J. MENG, DEAN OF ADMINISTRATION, 
HUNTER COLLEGE OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK; AND CHARLES H. 
FOSTER, BUSINESS ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE STATE 
UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK 


Dr. Menc. My name is John Meng. I am dean of administration 
of the Hunter College and representing the State University of New 
York and the Board of Higher Education of New York City. 

Senator Hit... Just proceed in your own way, now. 

Dr. Mena. With me is Mr. Charles Foster, who is business assistant 
to the president of the State University of New York. 

I would like to make just a few remarks on this memorandum. I 

'| not take your time to read it to you. 

Senator Hin. Would you like to have it go in the record in full? 

Dr. Mena. I would like to have it go in the record, yes. 

Senator Ives. At the close of his statement. You would rather have 
t follow your statement than precede it, would you not? 

Dr. Mena. Yes. 

Now, the institutions in New York State, which we represent here 
today, are institutions which charge no tuition to residents of the 
State or the city. We are troubled by a few of the : aspects of the pres- 
ent legislation, in the sense that since we don’t charge tuition, we feel 
that this legislation would bring a large group of veteran students 
tothe colleges. Since they are given a lump-sum payment, with which 
we find no fault, they might be e xpected to go to the tuition-free insti- 
tutions rather than the institution where they must pay tuition. 
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We feel that this is not discrimination per se, but that it might 
operate to give to veterans going to these institutions a subsistence 
allowance that is considerably larger than that which will remain to 
veterans not attending such institutions. 

We feel further, and I think this is probably our main concern, that 
as we are set up, given our budget problems and the rest of it, with 
an influx of veterans we would be forced to curtail our services for 
nonveteran students. Our budgets are not unlimited, neither the 
State nor the city budgets. Our budgets are not unlimited. And we 
must put on requirements, that is, admission requirements, for various 
students; not only minimum requirements with regard to the normal 
college entrance subjects, that they must have high-school credit, and 
so on, but in addition we must put on quantitative credits that run 
up to a 4-year high-school average of 85 percent for college entrance 
students in New York City in some of our municipal institutions. 
That is in order to keep our student body within the limits that our 
budget would permit us to handle. 

Now, I cannot speak about what the board of higher education or 
the trustees of the State university may do in the future, because I do 
not know, but I realize that there is always, as there was after the last 
war, pressure to admit the veteran at the minimum legal requirement, 
which is lower than the qualitative requirement levied on other 
students. 

You see, the bylaws of our board, for example, say that students 
may be admitted on a 72 percent average. They can’t be admitted 
with any average lower than that for their 4-year college entrance 
high school subjects. Actually, we have to raise that average. It 
varies from term to term, and we have to raise it from 83 to 85 percent, 
to bring it within limits. 

If veterans come in, and we are under the pressures which we are 
pretty sure will develop—you know what they might be—to admit 
veterans if they fulfill the minimum requirement, what that means 

s that if a college is equipped to handle, say, 2.000 students in a par- 
tic ‘ular term, if we get 200 veterans, let us say, who meet the minimum 
requirement but do not meet the maximum quantitative requirement, 
those veterans may very well be expected to be admitted. 

What that means in effect is, therefore. that we will have 200 fewer 
places for the nonveterans. 

I do not know whether I am stating this clearly. 

Senator Ives. What you are trying to say, I take it, is that you are 
going to have to take all the veterans that qualify at the minimum, 
and vou do not know how many those are going to be. 

Dr. Mene. I don’t. But we deal in large numbers, as you know, 
Senator. We have somewhere between 65,000 and 75,000 students in 
the four municipal colleges. 

Senator Ives. I think you have it about right. As long as they 
meet the minimum requirements, you would have to accept them. 

Dr. Menea. I think so. I think we would want to, as a matter of 
fact. 

Senator Ives. I think you would want to, but regardless, I think 
you will have to, public opinion and pressure will be so great. 

Dr. Mena. Therefore, what we are asking for, and as a matter of 
fact what the provision now in the bill is intended to provide, is a 
maximum payment of $31 per month. It might be scaled down under 
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other circumstances. But a maximum of $31 a month, or approxi- 
mately $280 a year, payment to institutions of the kind that we 
represent. 

Now, that is less than half of the actual cost of instructing a student 
for a full-year college term at the present time. That $280, however, 
might make for us the difference between the ability to accommodate 
what you might call the displaced nonveteran and the inability to 
accommodate them. We do not want to be forced to cut down our 
educational provisions for the nonveterans, you see, on account of 
this. 

Senator Hitt. You do not want to have to chisel, so to speak. I do 
not like that word, It is an ugly word. But you do not want to 
chisel on the nonveteran to take care of the veteran. Is that not the 


Dr. Mena. That is right. We don't expect any institution will get 
rich on $280 a year from a student. We don’t expect to be able to 
build buildings from that. We could, however, hire a few more 
teachers to carry a few more classes and therefore admit a few more 
students. 

Now, that is one concern that is not spelled out in this memorandum. 
The rest of them, I think, are stated here. 

We ask for what is in form at least a simple amendment. It really 
amounts to a switching of veterans, little more than that. Instead of 
saying that we may charge the veteran, we would like the legislation 
to read, “The veteran shall pay.” Because again you come into a 
problem that is one mainly of politics. 

As public institutions, T am very much afraid that the bill as it is 
now written, while intended to authorize us to charge, and while 
recognizing our need—and in that way it is good—does not actually 
give us the power to collect the funds. Because it would be rather 
difficult, I am afraid, to fix rates, that is, rates to be imposed on 
veterans, when we fix no similar rates for anyone else. 

Senator Ives. What you would have to do would be to drop your 
veterans, would it not‘ The veteran that did not pay would have 
to be dropped. You would not expect to have him continue to stay 
there with you if he was not paying. 

Mr. Foster. What he is driving at is the question of the local juris 
diction which controls the financial polici les of the institutions being 
loath to upprove a set t of fees to be imposed on the veteran directly, 
as would be required under the present form of the bill; whereas, 
under the proposed form of the bill—— 

Senator Ives. You are talking about the Springer amendment ? 

Mr. Foster. No, the one that is indicated here in this memorandum. 

Mr. Conurn. Page 22 of the bill. 

Mr. Fosrer. It would permit the present type of arrangement, 
whereby a contract is entered into between the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration and the school for a maximum charge. 

Senator Hiti. This amendment, I understand, was put in really at 
your suggestion and request, was it not 

Senator Pastore. How about the constitutionality of such a provi- 
sion? Here the Government says to a State institution, “You shall 
do this.’ 
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Dr, Menc. That is another question in my mind. As it now is, the 
Federal Government says to the institution in the State, “You may do 
this.” It is permissive. 

Senator Pasrorr. Therefore the institution in the State decides 
whether or not it shall do it. 

Dr. Mene. That is right. But politically, we say it can’t decide 
that it shall. It may have authority. State law may permit it. 
Although I understand in some States, particularly California, that 
would not apply. 

What we want changed would be for the Federal Government to 
say to the veteran, the person to whom it gives the money, “This 
money z intended to pay for your college education, or to pay for 
part of it, and partially to pay for your subsistence. If you go to 
an institution that has no tuition charges, you shall pay to that insti-_ 
tution an amount equivalent to its cost of instruction, or $3fa month, 
whichever is less.” 

Senaor Pastrorr. Well, how can the institution accept the money 
without authorization from its own creative body? I mean, even 
though you say to the student, “You shall pay it.” where does the 
institution get the authority to collect it? It would be violating every 
precept of the establishment of that public institution. 

Dr. Menc. The State colleges of New York have authority for that 
by State statute. 

Senator Pasrorr. There you are. It could not be that kind of a 
subterfuge, could it? 

Mr. Foster. It isn’t a subterfuge. 

Senator Pasrore. You start out with the premise that it is a public 
institution created by the people who live either within the munici- 
pality or within the State, and by its very structure and establishment 
it is a public institution and has no right to make a charge. 

Now, the Federal Government, absolutely divorced from the State 
governmental unit, decrees by congressional fiat that the recipient 
of this money is compelled to pay or shall pay a fee to a local insti- 
tution, which under the law it is not authorized to collect. 

Now, how do you get away with that under the Constitution ? 

Dr. Mena. May I say that somewhat the same situation existed 
under the GI bill of 1944, and these institutions had no difficulty 
collecting there. The bylaws of the New York State Board of Higher 
Education made it spec rific that they could accept funds paid under the 
terms of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944. 

Similiarly, there was a bill passed last Februray in New York City, 
authorizing the institutions to accept moneys designated by the Fed- 
eral Government for the education of veterans. 

Senator Pastore. But did you not have something to do locally in 
order to bring that about? Did not your board of trustees have to 
vote that this was all right to do? 

Dr. Mena. That is right. 

Senator Pasrore. Then you have to take some affirmative action. 
Then why not take it under the provisions of “may do it’’? 

What you are trying to avoid is any affirmative act on the part of 
the local unit. 

Senator Hix. Senator, let me say this. Is this not the situation? 
This bill seeks to protect the veteran. It throws around him this 
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safeguard, that the Administrator cannot let him pay money to an 
institution, say a higher tuition fee than what is the norm: ul tuition 
fee. Ordinarily, without this provision in the bill making this ex- 
ception, the Administrator could not let him pay you one penny, be- 
cause no other citizen of New York City pays a tuition fee. 

You see, what you have got here, and it raises a very interesting 
question, too: You have a State unive rsity set up in New York for the 
free education of the boys and girls, the citizens of that State. You 
have a civilian over here, who has rendered no service at all to the 
country perhaps, or 1 mean no military service, though perhaps he 
has rendered other service, and that civilian can come in here and 
go to your institution absolutely free. You have a veteran over here 
who has served in me Armed Forces and, m: aybe, has been all through 
that terrible om in Korea, and you are going to charge him for 
going to your 1 dthation 

Mr. Copurn. "Kad he, too, is a citizen. 

Senator Hiii. He is just as much a citizen of New York as this 
fellow over here who is the civilian. 

Dr. Mena. Yes, we recognize the difficulty of that. 

That is why what I am talking about is the apa ‘al diffic ulty 5 
not the legal. As you say, if we can do one thing we can do the othe 
legally speaking. But politically we cannot. 

‘Senator Pastore. All I am saying is this. You have an idea, 
doctor, unless I misunderstood you, that—I shall not use the words 
“put the onus” on the Federal Government—that if you draw this uy 
mandatorily, that this student shall pay, you can avoid some action 
for political reasons on your part in becoming a party to this set-up. 
But you cannot do that. 

Senator Hini. No, let me say this. This language has nothing in 
the world to do with any action on your part under your constitution 
or your om arter, estab lishing your school or whatever your authority 
may be, or whatever action may be required of 4 our board of trustees. 
This Soa ige is simply put in here to pe rmit—the K ere il Govern- 
ment makes an exception in here to permit—an titution that has 
no tuition to charge a veteran tuition where they are ‘a charging 
anybody else tuition. 

Senator Pastore. But whether you use the word “shall” or “may” 
is not going to change anything. 

Senator Ives. I ee you al atss in agreement. 

Senator Hitt. But you will ‘ree with me this language does not 
have anything to do with the ac tion of the State university under its 
charter. 

Senator Ives. Except that I think somewhere along the line they 
have to take affirmative action. 

Senator Pasrore. That is right. And that is what he is trying to 
avoid. 

Senator Ivrs. No, he is not trying to avoid that. 

Senator Hit. He is not trying to avoid taking action at all. Un- 
less we put this language in here, if he took the action it would not be 
worth anything. 

What this bill does is seek to protect the veteran by saying, “Thou 
shalt not charge a veteran more than you charge anybody else.” You 
see? And since the State of New York’s unive rsity does not charge 
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anybody else any tuition, unless you had this exception in here, they 
could not charge this veteran this $31, or up to $31. 

Senator Ives. I am just wondering what kind of feeling is going 
to exist between the veterans and your nonveterans in an institution 
where that charge is made against your veterans. Do you think 
it would be all right? We have not had any experience in a situation 
of that kind. 

Mr. Fosrer. That situation has pertained under the GT bill. 

Senator Hinz. Except this. There you have the Government pay- 
ing this tuition directly to the institution, and if the tuition is not 
maid the veteran does not get it. But under the bill as it passed the 
House, the veteran would get this tuition, because he gets this over-all 
amount. If he does not have to pay any tuition out of that over-all 
amount, he is just that much to the good, so to speak. 

Senator Ives. That is a very important psychological difference if 
it is not any other type of a difference. 

Dr. Menc. May I add one thing? 

It is my understanding that this exception was put in the bill 
in recognition of a certain type of inequity; that if this provision per- 
initting the public institutions to charge tuition were not included, 
you would have a limitation of educational facilities for nonveterans. 
It was a recognition of a special situation, and it was put in the bill 
to prevent the development of an inequity. 

Senator Ives. Where would you get a limitation for nonveterans? 

Senator Hitz. Because the public sentiment would say, “Admit the 
veteran.” 

Senator Ives. It would anyway, tuition or no tuition. 

Senator Hitz, But to a greater or lesser degree what you are saying 
would apply to all institutions where the full tuition ch: irge was not 
allowed for the veteran. For instance, even under your present GI 
bill, do you not have some veterans going in for less tuition than a 
civilian pays. Is that not right? 

And any institution where your veteran does not pay the full tuition, 
where they do not pay the full tuition charged the civilian, you have 
some of this very thing you are talking about. Do you not? Of course 
you would have. 

Dr. Menc. That istrue. But it was my feeling that the House had 
put this section into the measure in recognition of a problem; that 
actually the section is so worded that the solution of the problem will 
not practically be found through it. 

Senator Hut. In other words, let me see if I follow. By using this 
word “may,” here, that you “may” charge it, this veteran is going 
to knock on the door of New York U niversity, and you are going 
to say, “Are you a veteran?” He will say, “Yes, Iam a veteran.” 

You will say, “You will have to pay $31 tuition fee.” 

He will say, “I am not going to pay $31 tuition fee. I am a citizen 
of New York State, with every right every other citizen of New York 
State has. This other boy is not a veteran. He is not paying tuition. 
Why do you force me to dig into my pocket ?” 

Are you not afraid of that situation / 

Senator Ives. I am afraid it will land in your local administrative 
bodies in the State of New York. 

Dr. Mena. You see, we are established by State legislation, too. 
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Senator Ives. I know you are, but on the other hand, you are sup- 
ported by the city, and the State university is not. It is a State insti- 
tution entirely. And I think you are going to run into complications 
here on thisthing. Lam fearful that you are. 

The only answer to it of a practical nature would be to go back to 
the old GI bill and have a certain percentage or certain amount paid 
directly by the Federal Goversiniae to the institution. 

Dr. Menc. I must differ with you, Senator. I do not think we run 
into difficulties if these changes are made. 

Senator Ives. The changes you are proposing ? 

Dr. Mena. Yes. 

Senator Ives. Tell us what changes you are proposing here. 

Senator Hin. Page 22, line 7, strike out the word “and” bet ween 
the words “tuition” and “fees” and in lieu of the word “and” 

Dr. Menc. This statement of ours is keyed to the Senate bill, 
S199, 

Senator Hint. Then on page 22, line 6, strike out the word “and”; 
in its place insert “or instructional.” And then on page 22, lines 7 
to 9, strike out the phrase “such institution may charge and receive 
from each eligible veteran who is a resident” ; and insert in lieu thereof 

“the eligible veteran shall pay to such institution. 

Senator Ives. In other words, you are going to place this respon- 
sibility on the Federal Government. 

Dr. Mena. We feel the Federal Government has said to the veteran, 
“You are to use this money for certain purposes,” as it has. That is 
the intent of the act. It is ‘spelled out in the Tlouse committee report. 
(nd that, therefore, it is quite proper for the Federal Government to 

say to the veteran, “In this case, this particular case, you shall use the 
money. 

There is another aspect, too, of course, and that is what the sponsors 
of the Springer amendment are worried about, that it will drive the 
bulk of the veteran students into the public institutions to the detri- 
ment of the private institutions. We feel that this would provide a 
certain parity between them. 

Senator Pasrorr. How do you get around your constitutional con- 
cept of equal opportunity ¢ ? How can the Federal Government do that ? 

Mr. Fosrer. The point would be this, that the individual veteran 
then, as far as subsistence is concerned, would be treated equits ably 
with the priv ate institution, and if the State should still decide the sy 
were not going to charge for this, and even though it were in the bill 
to say the eligible veteran shall pay to such institutions, it would not 
have to be paid to the institution if the State did not wish to accept 
the money. That would be their policy if they were forbidden to 
take it and decided not to. But then that veteran would not have 
that additional financial advantage of going to a public institution. 
And he would have the lesser amount, which would be available to 
him, for subsistence. So that he would be treated equitably in relation 
to the private institution, and the pressure would be reduced some- 
what then on the public institutions. And all veterans would be in 
a more equitable situation, because the intent of the law that a certain 
portion of it is to be used for tuition and educational costs and the 
balance to be used for subsistence costs would then be in quite good 
measure adjusted and equitably distributed among all veterans, 
whether they went to a publie or private institution. And that was 
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his indication there that it was the intention of the House that a 
certain portion of this should be used for educational cost and the 
balance for subsistence. 

And if you do not provide for it in this way, then some veterans 
are going to have a much larger amount for subsistence than other 
veterans, and you will end up with a discrimination of benefits among 
veterans. 

Senator Pasrorr. That would be the argument in not giving it 
to a veteran who could get tuition free. Because there are certain 
inherent rights in the residents of a State. But how can you argue 
that this whole thing is cured by the fact that you are compelling a 
particular veteran who is a resident of the State of New York to pay 
a fee after you have given him money, when other people in the same 
position he is in, residents of that State, are not paying that fee? If 
you are making a grant to the school, I can see where that is per- 
missible. But you are paying this money to a veteran, and you are 
compelling him by law to be treated differently than someone else 
in his same position. That is the thing that disturbs me. 

Mr. Fosrrer. The justification for that is indicated in this memo- 
randum here, in that, first of all, the city and the State institutions 
have special costs involved in relation to the veteran that they do 
not have for nonveteran students, and they are entitled to some 
reimbursement toward the extra cost that they have for the veteran. 

Senator Pastore. Why do they have that ? 

Mr. Foster. They have a lot of record keeping to provide for the 
veteran. 

Senator Pasrore. If the veteran was never in the Army, they still 
would have to do it for him if he was a citizen of the State. 

Mr. Foster. No, there are special things in the case of a veteran, 
and the subject of a future audit and maintaining and duplicating 
those veterans, special guiding and counseling services that veterans 
need for readjustinent in many cases, that nonveterans are not re- 
quired to have in the same measure. 

Dr. Mena. There are four sections in there. One requires certifi- 
cation of a veteran’s institutional enrollment. 

Senator Pastore. In other words, you justify this on the basis that 
there are certain items of administrative work that would have to 
be performed for a veteran that would not have to be performed if 
he were not a veteran? 

Dr. Mena. That is part of it. It just seems to me there is some- 
thing wrong somewhere where you place a possible financial liability 
on an institution when you are in no way contributing to the costs 
which it undertakes. 

Mr. Fosrer. And this payment is only a token payment, to begin 
with. It doesn’t begin to pay anywhere near the cost. 

Senator Ives. You have one angle here that I do not believe we 
have been discussing. I have been looking at the back records over 
here. That is the fact that in the matter of nonveterans, you have 
a choice you can make. You are independent. Actually, from a 
practical standpoint, where there are veterans that meet the minimum 
qualifications, you have got to take them. 

Dr. Mena. That is what I was trying to bring out. 

Senator Ivers. So you are not free with veterans as you are with 
nonveterans, and to that extent the veterans certainly have a priority 
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and a prior consideration where you are concerned and are in a pre- 
ferred class. There is no doubt about that from a practical stand- 
point. 

Dr. Mena. That is right, Senator. I can’t point to any line of 
legislation that says so, but you know it is true. 

‘Senator Hitt. Let me ask you gentlemen this question. 

You have your experience under the existing law, the old GI bill 
of rights, with the payments to the institutions, and I am sure you 
are familiar with the findings and report of the Teague committee 
of the House. They spent about a year going into this, and they 
find, as we know, many, many abuses. And: you are no doubt familiar 
with the report of the Comptroller General. He also went into this, 
and he also found, as the Teague committee found, many, many 
abuses and irregularities and impositions of different kinds, and all 
that business. 

What is your thought about the thing from your experience, for- 
getting this question “that you have right here now? Disassociate 
yourself for a minute. Which system do you think is the better sys- 
tem basically, letting the veteran make his own arrangements with 
his institution, or go through all this matter of those 13,000 contracts 
they had under the old bill? 

Dr. Mena. I can give you a personal answer to that, but it would 
be only personal, just as one teacher. I think this is a nice piece 
of legislation, far superior to the GI bill. I have no business talk- 
ing about something I was not sent down here to talk about. 

Senator Ives. You are an honest man. We like frankness around 
here. 

Senator Hirn. Yes; we like frankness. And I think you appreciate 
this. We Senators sitting here on this committee have one desire. 
That is to try to find the right answer, the best thing for the educa- 
tion of our veterans, and to avoid these abuses and these irregularities. 
We appreciate your giving us your frank, personal opinion on this 
matter. 

Senator Pasrorr. May I ask you a question in supplementation of 
the question of the distinguished chairman? 

Why? 

Dr. Mene. Well, for one thing, it has been carefully studied. You 
could go through the hearings and the evidence that the Teague com- 
mittee selected, and you can see just where the weaknesses were in 
the other, and there has been a conscientious, intelligent, honest at- 
tempt, I think, to find answers to it that will prevent those abuses. 

Senator Pasrorr. No; the question that the chairman asked you 
was whether you preferred the system of paying directly to the vet- 
eran, or to the institution, and you gave a broad answer by saying, “I 
like the Teague bill,” which could be construed, and the chairman 
did construe it, that you were for giving it to the student rather 
than to the institution. If you feel that way, and it is on the record, 
[ just ask you why you feel that way. I am just pinpointing that 
particular question that the ch: airman has asked. 

Dr. Mena. I might have to give you an undiplomatic answer to that. 

Senator Pastore. We are all friends. 

Dr. Mena. This is a written record, too. 

Senator Ives. The only thing we are after is the truth of this thing. 
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Senator Hint. We are trying to get the facts and, as you say, get 
the truth, for our guidance. 

Dr. Mena. It lessens the control of the Veterans’ Administration. 
That is the way I would put it in a nutshell. 

Senator Hitt. Now, that is a good answer. 

Senator Ives. A very practical answer, too. 

Senator Hinu. We Senators and Congressmen hear from our con- 
stituents, as we should be hearing from them, and one of the greatest 
complaints is this matter of too “much Government interference and 
that sort of thing. 

Senator Ives. Particularly where the VA is concerned. You give 
us a very practical answer. 

Dr. Menc. And my boss will probably spank me when I go back. 

Senator Hiti, I do not know whether it is quite fair to ask you to 
come down representing this institution and then ask you personal 
questions. Would you like to have this off the record ¢ 

Dr. Menc. No; anything I say I will stand by. 

Senator Hitt. I must observe that you are also possessed of 
testinal fortitude. 

Senator Ives. Not only that, but you are making yourself one in 
whom we will have confidence when you come back in the future. 

Dr. Mene. I hope you will consider our official point of view, then. 

Senator Ives. Senator Pastore has pointed out a very practical 
constitutional angle. I assume he thinks it is constitutional, 

Senator Pasrorr. Well, unless you can justify it, it raises the ques- 
tion, as to why an exception is being made. And it might be a sub- 
stantial constitutional answer to say that there is a certain amount 
of burdensome administration that they have to devote to these vet- 
eran applicants that they do not to the others, just to show there is 
an equality of situation, 

Mr. Copurn. The permissive language would apply. 

Senator Pasrore. Well, I do not make so much of the question 
whether the word shall be “may” or “shall,” outside of putting the 
onus on the Federal Government rather than the local politicians. 
Everybody has an idea you can “get away with it” more when you do 
it in Washington. 

Dr. Mene. If the Federal Government says vou shall use it for 
this purpose, then why should not the Federal Government follow 
it up by saying, “We take certain steps to see that you do that”? 

Senator Ives. We might as well put our cards on the table. You 
do not want to charge, because it is liable to give your institution ‘l 
black eye, and you are apt not to be able to “get away with it” in the 
city. 

Dr. Mena. No; [ would like to correct that. I don’t feel that is 
our objection at all. I just don’t feel our citizens board, our board 
of higher education, will be willing to take the action which it will 
have to take by resolution fixing a rate for veterans when it fixes 
no rate for anybody else. I mean, if they would fix the rate for us, 
we would charge it. 

Senator Ives. Why should we do it, then? 

Dr. Menc. Well, you tell us to spend money and tell us at the same 
time in this bill, “You cannot have any reimbursement, but you do 
have to accept certain financial responsibility.” Now, how can you 
do that? 
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Senator Ives. Well, where, here, does it require a special expenditure 
of money on your part ¢ 

Dr. Mena. Section 231 requires institution certification. That 
means certification for each veteran for each month he is enrolled in 
the institution. If he is going to get lis veterans’ benefit, the VA 
has to have that certification from the institution. Now, it may be a 
simple certification, but when you are dealing with students that num- 
ber 85 to 90 thousand, and where, according to the Bureau of the 
Budget, most of the maturing male population of the Nation are going 
to become eligible under this thing—when you are dealing with num 
bers of that sort, that simple certification can be expensive. That 
is No. 1. 

Section 265 requires “without delay” institutional reports on enroll 
ment, interruption, and termination of education. When you start 
to work that out in a college, it begins with the teacher in the class 
room and goes right down through departments, registrar’s offices, 
and soon, It means keeping of records, and it means for many higher 
educational institutions special record keeping for veterans. Because 
we do not get that detailed record keeping for all students in all 
colleges. 

Section 266 makes the institution responsible if there have been any 
overpayments made to the veteran as the result of the failure of the 
Institution to report excessive absences. 

Section 267 requires that the records and accounts of institution- 
pertaining to veterans be available for examination by lederal offi- 
cials at all times. That, again, may add something to the cost. | 
mean, those are specific requirements that, when you are dealing 
terms of thousands of students, can add up. 

Senator Ives. I understood you to outline this before, but I wanted 
you to point out the particular sections im the bill where they are, so 
that we can refer to them. 

Senator Pasrore. You can argue that to bring that a step farther, 
and I can see the import of what you have just said—that could eve) 
be argued in favor of private institutions, who will have to do a little 
more for the veteran, charging the same fee as to a nonveteran, vet 
they will have to file all these certifications and all these reports to 
the Federal Government that they ordinarily do not have to do for a 
nonveteran student, who pays as much money as the veteran student. 

Dr. Mena. That is true. 

Senator Pasrorr. Is that not so? I mean, the burden on the Fed 
eral scale that we are putting on these educational institutions 
throughout the whole structure of this bill / 

Senator Ives. It makes me wonder if we are not perhaps, after all, 
inaking a mistake when we are actually placing this financial burden 
on all educational institutions attended by veterans, if we do not 
provide that these institutions be paid something directly, not just 
the public institutions but all institutions. We are going back now 
to the old idea. But that would be taken out of what the veteran 
otherwise would receive. Otherwise you would be adding to the 
allowance paid to the veteran. 

Senator Hin. Then that gets you right back to these 13,000 con- 
tracts, 

Dr. Mena. But could vou not have a flat minimum fee that wouldn't 
begin to cover full tuition cost, the same for all institutions, with neo 
contract necessary, $30 a month, or something like that 





L&86 VETERANS READJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1952 


Senator Hitz. You mean do this: Allow the veteran so much for 
subsistence, and then allow him, say, $30 a month for tuition? 

Dr. Mena. In the tuition charging institution, that could be credited 
against his tuition. 

Senator Hux. The tuition charge? You mean, then, you would 
pay that $30 direct through the Veterans’ Administration, or give 
it to the boy and let him pay it to the institution. Then you would 
run into the thing that this citizen of a State is not going to dig into 
his pocket and take out that $30. It might be that if he did not pay 
the tuition, the Veterans’ Administration would reimburse him. 

In other words, when the college certified that he was enrolled in 
that school, along with the certification that he is enrolled in school, 
there would be an additional certification that he was paying tuition, 
whatever that tuition might be. 

Senator Ives. Where do you get the $31. Why not an even $30? 

Senator Hitt. Mr. Meadows, the counsel with the Teague commit- 
tee, might answer that. 

Where does it come from, Mr. Meadows? 

Mr. Meavows. This is an average cost of a month of instruction 
throughout the United States. It is an average —aiiige ary figure, $31 
for tuition. And the figure of $4.50 rounded off at $5 for pri actical 
purposes is the average cost of supplies. 

Senator Ives. That is based on 12 months in a year? 

Mr. Mrapows. That is based on a month of instruction, and it is 
not significant as to whether that is 12 months or 9 months. Thereby 
the over-all educational training allowance computed in the bill was 
computed by taking today’s subsistence rates and taking the average 
cost of tuition throughout the Nation and average cost of supplies 
throughout the Nation and coming up with a figure of $110, which is 
generally sufficient to take care of average costs throughout the 
country. 

Senator Pasrorr. May I ask a question at this point? 

The thing that is disturbing me now is this: There is no direct re- 
sponsibility—and that is exactly what we are trying to achieve through 
this bill and through this innovation of paying the student directly— 
no responsibility between the school and the Government. They 
justify that on the ground that the Government should not interfere 
with education as such. 

Now, there being no responsibility between the Government and 
the institution—and there 1s a requirement in this law that the in- 
stitution shall make periodic reports with reference to every student 
who is a veteran, back to the Government—supposing that institution 
refuses or neglects to file these reports. Supposing that institution, 
that owes the Government nothing, because the Government pays it 
nothing, refuses to file these truancy reports or these certifications. 
What redress is there in this law against the institution or against 
the student ? 

Mr. Mravows. I presume we would reach an impasse in certain of 
those situations, in that the school refuses to pay and the Administra- 
tor refuses to continue with the veteran because the law has not been 
met. Therefore the deal would be called off. 

Senator Pasrorr. No; the veteran is still going to the school, but 
the school is not reporting to the Government. 
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Mr. Meapows. The law is keyed in such a way that the veterans’ 
payments are predicated on a continuance. That could happen 1 
month, but the second time it rolled around that he was entitled to 
a payment and these certifications had not been received, the Vet- 
erans’ Administration would be precluded under the law from making 
the next payment. 

Senator Pastore. In other words, you would be punishing the stu- 
dent for the neglect of the school. That is what it amounts to. 

Mr. Meapows. You might say that as to any school which so fails. 
For instance, the trade school is disapproved. The veteran is taken 
out, because he is no longer in a situation which complies with the law. 

Senator Pastore. We say this is a good law, because we cut out 

lot of personnel in the Veterans’ Administration, cut out a lot of 
administrative red tape. Yet we are throwing a burden upon the 
institution, for which we are not paying, and expecting that institu- 
tion to meet its obligation of complying with the law under which 
it receives no benefits. And yet if it neglects t » perform its duty, 
we are punishing the rec ipient of the money, ahi"! s not connected 
at all between the respons sibility as between the school and the Goy- 
ernment, 

Senator Hinz. Of course, this may not be true under this bill. 
The schools may not be back on their feet now, but we know with 
many of these institutions the GI bill was a blessing. 

Senator Ives. It was a marvelous thing. We may argue about 
some of the administrative aspects of it and a few things lke that, 
but on the whole the GI bill was a wonderful thing. Nobody will 
ever argue about that as far as principle goes, 

Mr. Fosrer. I would like to make one personal remark here in rela- 
tion to the question he raised. That is that the bill will be of more 
advantage to the private institutions than it will be to the public 
institutions, because they will get more enrollment than they would 
otherwise be likely to have, because of the benefits the veterans have. 
The State a and the public institutions get their full Ley 
in terms of what they can handle, whether you have any veterans 
pretty much, or not. And the veterans will get the opportunities, 
and the nonveterans will lose opportunities in terms of the capacity 
of the institutions, and the State institutions, if they do not get at 
least some minimum payment, which is going to be considerably less 
than the private institutions in any case, will not have any partial 
income to offset that cost that the y have, plus the little additional 
that it will give them to take in some additional nonveteran students 
where it is not a question of grant facilities but of additional instruc- 
tional cost where they need support. It will also have the advantage 
of providing a kind of service to the veteran in some cases, in terms 
of guidance and other things, which I can say has developed in the 
past experience in terms of State university units, that they would 
not otherwise be able to afford. And so in that sense it does enrich 
somewhat the program for the veterans themselves. 

So I think that there is much to be said for this, plus the fact that 
it will encourage students to not flood into the public institutions to 
the detriment of the private institutions, which would somewhat 
destroy, I would say, the balance between public and private institu- 
tions, which is a pretty important thing in our educational system in 
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the country as a whole. And that is particularly true in New York 
State, where so many of these students, by the very nature of being 
in an older State, have more opportunities than is true of many other 
States, in facilities available and used by them, which are private in 
nature, rather than public. 

One question of information. When you figured the over-all aver- 
age cost of the instruction, tuition, did you inc clude the public institu- 
tion at low tuition or no tuition in arriving at your average cost ? 

Mr. Mrapows. Yes. 

Mr. Fosrer. So you see, even there, it is a reflection of the total 
over-all cost including free tuition institutions. 

Senator Hitt. From zero on up. 

Mr. Fosrrer. That is right. So in no sense does that really reflect 
the cost of such a student going to the private institution. 

Senator Ives. I think you have given us a pretty good analysis, Mr. 
Foster, but in New York City we are faced with a very practical and 
unhappy situation. Now, it is all right—and this is not a political 
speech I am making, because we are all involved, in New York City: 
we don’t want anything to happen to it, no matter who happens to be 
mayor or who does not happen to be mayor; let us face up to it. As far 
as the State is concerned, what you have said is, of course, true. It is 
going to be a drain on the State to have these extra expenditures where 
we have these institutions that are State supported, and without tui- 
tion. But in New York City, that means a lttle bit more than it does 
in the State of New York, because New York City is in dire financial 
straits at the present tin ve. And when you are asking New York 
City—and New York ¢ ‘ity has five large educational institutions of 
higher learning in it—I do not know whether there are any more than 
that or not but there are at least five I know of. When you are asking 
New York City, which is having a tough time getting along already, 
to go into extra expenditures, which this does require very clearly, 
from which it ean get no reimbursement for certain, I think we are 
asking an awful lot. And I do think that New York City probably 
is the only jurisdiction in the United States having public supported 
institutions of an educational nature which may be thus situated. | 
think we have got to take that into consideration in dealing with this 
matter, 

I know what you people in the city colleges would be up against if 
you had to impose this $31 or whatever it happens to be. 

I am just wondering whether, if we “eam “dl this directly on every- 
body for all institutions, whether public or private, we could get 
around this situation that I am talking devut: Certainly these insti- 
tutions, all of them, should be reimbursed for the extra ‘expenditures 
they are going to be up against with respect to these veteran students. 

Now, whether they should be reimbursed above and beyond that 
point, I think is debatable. I mean, I do not think that is so important. 
But they ought to be certain of that reimbursement. And how are 
you going to do it if you have your veterans doing it? And how are 
you going to get it into a bill without causing a lot of complications, 
unless it is applicable everywhere, to all students, in public and pri- 
vate institutions? I do not see how you can do it without a lot of 
feeling, a lot of trouble. 

Senator Hitt. Well, if you were going to cover that, you could put 
it in here somewhat like these gentlemen have said—s figure— 
whether it is $31 or some other figure. 
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Let me ask Mr. Meadows a question here. 

In the Teague committee’s long study of this question, did they 
arrive at a conclusion, even though it might have been an estimate 
rather than a definite fact, as to how much of a burden this bill would 
impose upon an institution ? 

Mr. Meapows. Yes, sir; we have had a study conducted. Asa matter 
of fact, the controller of the University of Minnesota was kind enough 
to make that study for us. And if I can quote his figures directly, he 
believes that the cost of the administration of the present act, Public 
Law 346, roughly is around a level of about $27 a year. The cost of 
administration of the particular act here is somewhat less, running 
down about $4 per month. Or I will put it on the same basis; $27, as 
compared to about $17. 

Senator Hint. You used the word “year” just now. Did you mean 
a year? 

Mr. Mrapows. $27 a year per student. It would cost about $27 per 
year. Figures fluctuated between seventeen dollars and a half for the 
Teague proposal to $27, the current proposition, per year, per student, 
to do this. 

Senator Ives. You have a problem here, where it has to be divided 
up into months. How does that work out on a monthly basis? Have 
you got that figure ? 

* Senator Hitu. It would not be $2 a month. 

Senator Ives. But when you have several thousand students, it 
means a lot, it means all the difference between operating in the red 
and in the black in many instances. 

Mr. Mrapows. And to carry out the question you raised, Senator, 
their proposal was that in these instances where schools are ealled 
upon to assume a financial burden for which they receive 
bursement, there be a supplemental placed in the law permitti 
setting up of a separate contract with the Veterans’ Administration 
to cover that extra administrative cost, which they are wi oe and 
for which they are receiving no reimbursement. That was the pro- 
posal advanced in the House. 

Senator Hint. Let me ask you this, in connection with what these 
gentlemen are saying. Every institution would have that additional 
burden in dealing with the veteran. So if you hed a contract with 
one, you would have for every institution. 

Mr. Meapows. The theory advanced, Senator, was not that those 
receiving some reimbursement, gr. out of the 11,000, virtually all 
but a hundred do, but that it be these exceptional case 

Senator Hint. Your maximum con:pensation under the Teague bill 
s how much 4 

Mr. Meapows. Thirty-one dollars, but there is no tuition set. 

Senator Hin. Iunderstand that. But you figured it at how much ? 

Mr. Mrapows. Thirty-one dollars. 

Senator Hiiu. That is about $280. In other words, when they were 
getting the $280, there would not be any additional allowance. 

Mr. Mravows. I think h: ardly that exactly, the $280, but where they 
had a fee and tuition structure. Maybe it is attotal of $180 or $200 
or $280. But where they are restricted, as in this instance, to no 
charge at all. 

Senator Hinn. In other words, where the institution has to carry 
the whole burden. 





190 VETERANS READJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1952 


Mr. Mrapows. That this group be given a special device to nego- 
tiate to relieve themselves of that cost. 

Now, the other proposal, which I don’t think was too well received 
in the House, is that much of this problem could be eliminated by 
merely saying that the education and training allowance for a veteran 
who attends the school which has no tuition charge would be reduced 
by $31. Therefore, you would not have the inequity Dr. Foster has 
been describing about the veteran getting extra money. 

Senator Hit. But that would take it aw ay from the veteran. 

Mr. Mrapows. That has been another solution advanced to this par- 
ticular problem, which was rejected in the House. 

Senator Ives. How did this amendment get in, in the House, in 
committee, or on the floor? 

Mr. Meapows. It was a kind of in-and-out situation. 

Senator Ives. Now you see it and now you don’t? 

Mr. Mreapows. Now you see it and now you don’t. 

Senator Hix. It has to come out of the committee. You could 
not put it in on the floor. 

Senator Ives. I was just wondering, if you had to amend this bill 
on the floor, whether this amendment would have st: vee in it. 

Mr. Mravows. Do you want a personal thought? I don’t think it 
would. 

Senator Ives. I am just wondering if we could get an amendment 
like this through the Senate. I am thinking of the chances that if 
you put one in like this, it would be pulled out on the floor. Is that 
not your guess? I am asking my two colleagues here. 

Senator Hirx. I think that amendment would be in real jeopardy 
on the floor of the Senate. 

Senator Pastore. Well, after all, I subscribe to seniority. 

Senator Ives. I am just raising the question. I am not making 
any statement. 

Senator Pasrorr. No, but your guess is much better than mine. 

Senator Ives. In other words, I think we have got to resolve this 
thing: only I think we have got to get another answer, 

a in the world we are going to do it, I do not know. 

Mr. Covurn. The suggestion Mr. Meadows made there, which was 
proposed in the House, might be one solution. If you only have a 
hundred schools in this particular category, you could justify a cor 
tract based on administrative costs, I should think. 

Senator Ives. In addition to their subsistence ? 

Mr. Cornurn. No, I mean between the particular school and the 
Veterans’ Administration, and that would be a hundred contracts 
out of 12,000. 

Senator Ives. In addition, what the schools got would be in ad- 
dition to their regular subsistence, or this would be taken out of what- 
ever they receive? 

Mr. Conurn. They are not receiving anything. 

Senator Ivers. When I said “they,” I was ambiguous. I was talk- 
ing about the veterans. 

Mr. Conurn. It would not affect the veteran himself at all. 

Senator Ives. You are just talking about this administrative ex- 
pense ¢ 

Mr. Corvurn. Just a simple contract for administrative costs. 

Senator Ives. That may be the only answer we can provide. 
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Senator Hitz. Doctor, do you have anything else you would like 
to add? 

Dr. Mena. I think I have said all that I can helpfully say. 

Senator Ives. You see our problem, do you not‘ 

Dr. Mena. I see your problem. 

Senator Ives. We would like to help you. We are trying as hard 
as we can to find a way. 

Dr. Mena. I suggested, when the bill was under consideration in 
the House the payment to the institutions of this type, a hundred 
institutions, of $31 a month, by the VA, based on the formula that you 
will find on page 2 of this memorandum. That was so that the con- 
tract negotiation would be obviated in most cases; so that they use 
the concurrent rate under the GI bill, and that the veteran’s allowance 
be reduced by a commensurate amount. But that didn’t seem to take 
in the House. 

Senator Ives. What was the House objection to that ? 

Mr. Meapows. This situation has been an extremely difficult prob- 
lem from the very beginning, Senator. 

We—when I say “We,” I am speaking of Mr. Teague—recognized 
that there is a peculiar problem here. But frankly, we received no 
support from any source over there, since it seems to be the broader 
view that here are 11,000 educational institutions, and after all this 
is just a few out of the whole number. This is generally a good 
system that works. So what? That seems to be the thing. So there 
is a little problem here. 

Senator Ives. Well, it is more than a little problem in certain 
localities. 

Senator Doveias. San Francisco is in this as well as New York. 

Mr. Mreapows. New York, California, and Louisiana. However, 
Louisiana tells us that the present language in the act will satisfy 
their particular problem. 

Senator Doveias. Let me ask this question. It probably has been 
raised before, and I regret not being here. Could you have a dual 
scale of fees, one for veterans, one for nonveterans, and charge the 
veterans more than nonveterans, so that they could turn over some 
of the GI money to you? 

Senator Ives. You see, they cannot charge anything to anybody, 
theoretically. 

Dr. Mena. We charge nothing to veterans. 

Senator Doucias. Are you prohibited by law or the Constitution 
of New York? 

Senator Ives. By charter, which is a law, in effect. 

Senator Dovenas. Why could not your legislature pass an act on 
that ? 

Dr. Mene. The legislature has authorized us to accept any moneys. 

Senator Dovenas. You can make that legislature jump through 
hoops up there. 

Senator Ives. There is not a hoop big enough to get that through. 

Mr. Mena. May I say the legislature in the last session did pass an 
act which the Governor signed, authorizing us to accept moneys 
allotted by the Federal Government for the education of veterans. 

Now, that is about the phraseology we had. Whether that would 
cover this or not, I do not know. 

Senator Dovetas. I see. 
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Senator Hm. Dr. Ready, of our staff, asks this question: What 
about a payment by the Veterans’ Administration to every school 
filing reports? They all have to file reports for people being in 
attendance. 

You see here, Paul, our evidence shows that irrespective of whether 
there would be any tuition or not, you have a cost to the institution of 
an average of $17 per year for the additional burdens imposed by this 
bill, by having to file these reports. What about a payment by the 
Veterans’ Administration to every school filing reports, a payment of, 
say, $17 a year, whatever the cost might be, the average cost, at the end 
of the year? You would need no contracts for this. You would not 
sit around and negotiate any contract. They would just pay you. 

Senator Ives. In what schools are you going to do this? 

Senator Hix. Allinstitutions. Because this is an additions ul burden 
put on any institution that has a veteran, whether it is private or 
public institution. It has an additional burden put on it of an average 
of $17 a year because of these reports and other administrative costs. 

Senator Dovatas. I am not a lawyer, but if you have got such gen- 
eral language as that now in the statute, would that not permit your 
Board of Higher Education in New York, your Board of Regents for 
the State, to pass a regulation permitting tha? 

Dr. Mene. Legally, it puts us in the clear, I think, but not politi- 
eally. 

Senator Ives. Now, Senator Douglas, you are just where we made 
our take-off. 

Senator Doveias. Well, excuse me. 

Senator Ives. That is all right. Go ahead. Maybe you can find 
a way out. 

Dr. Menc. Might I add a comment on the proposal to pay a blanket 
administrative charge ? 

Senator Hit... Surely 

Dr. Meno. That, I think, is certainly fair on the face of it. All 
institutions would receive it. But Ijust point out to you that it would 
do the city colleges of New York no earthly good at all. It would be 
paid to the city of New York. It — be pi aid into the c ity treasury. 
And it is very doubtful whether would be earmarked for any 
additional clerks’ services, or siediang else, which is where we need 
the help. 

Senator Ives. I cannot help that. 

Dr. Mena. I just present that to you. 

Senator Ives. If you have a city administration in the city of New 
York that is going to hang on to money presumably for education and 
use it for other purposes, then my criticism of the city administration 
knows no bounds. 

Dr. Menc. No comment on that. 

Senator Hiri. Any other questions ? 

Senator Ives. I think we have to work something out here. I do 
not think we can leave these things dangling in space. I think this 
idea of having an administrative-allowance appropriation, or anything 
of that kind, to meet the over-all cost among all the institutions of 
higher learning in the country is the most prac ‘tical solution we have 
found. Every other proposal has something in its way. If you start 
to levy these things, you are stymied there, and, if we do, definitely 
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we are stymied here. If you leave it to the legislature of the State, 
you are stymied there. 

Dr. Mena. Of course, our interest is a lot wider than just those 
administrative costs. That is the smallest part. We are afraid of 
the limitation of educational opportunity for the nonveteran resulting 
from this. 

Senator Doveras. What is the language in that statute? 

Dr. Mene. I haven’t a copy of it with me. 

Senator Dovetas. Do you not remember the wording? 

Dr. Mena. It authorizes the Board of Higher Education of New 
York City to accept moneys allotted by the Federal Government for 
the education of veterans. That is it, roughly. 

Senator Doveras. Let me ask you this: Suppose we say that the 
lump sum which we pay to the veteran is designed for two purposes— 
(a) instruction and education and (b) subsistence—even though we do 
not separate them, but necessarily say that the appropriation has a 
dual purpose, and then would that not bring you to collect that frac- 
tion which is allotted to purpose (a), namely, instruction or education ? 

Dr. Mene. I think it would certainly be hopeful if language like 
that were inthe bill. It isin the report—the House committee report— 
as I recall, but it is not in the bill. It would help certainly if it were 
in the act. 

Senator Ives. You could amend this same section to put it in, but 
I do not believe it is going to be very practical to try to put in the word 
“shall” instead of the word “may.” 

He wants to make it mandatory—that the veteran shall pay this— 
that is, the $31 to State or municipally supported ins stitutions. 

Senator Doveras. Not the State or municipally supported but to 
all institutions. 

Senator Ives. They would have to pay more to private institutions 
anyway, so it is academic there. The practical aspect of the thing is 
where you come to your publicly supported institutions. 

Dr. Mena. You could put in “shall pay the established tuition 
charges,” or; in the case of institutions which have no such tuition 
charges, the cost of instruction or $31 a month, whichever is higher. 

Senator Ives. You are still mandating your veteran, whereas your 
nonveteran has no charge of that kind at all. That is the practical 
problem. Also it is the political one. 

Mr. Foster. I don’t know to what extent it is possible to indicate 
an intention in the legislation without making it mandatory, but 
certainly as far as you could go to have the language make the in- 
tention clear, even though it was not made mandatory. 

Senator Ives. I think to add on that verbiage that you mentioned— 
[ don’t know whether you mentioned it or Dr. Meng mentioned it— 
to add that on, if this section is to be retained, or one like it, would be 
very helpful. It would certainly show leg: isl ative intent and purpose. 

Senator Hinz. If you look at the House re port, they sought to make 
it clear: 

It is intended that a veteran shall make use of those funds, including his 
ullowance for payment to the school for part of his tuition 

Dr. Menc. That was the inte nt, certainly. 

Senator Doucias, Why not say that in the bill? 

Senator Hin. Well, we might do that. We might work out some- 
thing. 
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Well, gentlemen, you have been very helpful to us. 

Senator Ives. I think you see our problems, too; maybe a little 
better than you did before. 

Senator Hitt. We deeply appreciate the assistance you have given 
us here today. 

And when you say your prayers tonight, if you receive any further 
light on this subject or at any time if you have any further light, 
communicate it to us. 

Senator Ives. And do not bother to write. Phone. 

Senator Hix. Call collect. We are anxious to get every light we 
can on this subject. 

The memorandum will go in in full at this point following Dr. 
Meng’s testimony. 

(The material referred to follows :) 


A Jornt STATEMENT SUBMITTED BY STATE UNIVERSITY OF NEW York, ALBANY 1, 
N. Y., AND Boarp OF HIGHER EpucaTION, 695 PARK AVENUE, New York 21, N. Y., 
JUNE 138, 1952 


MEMORANDUM PROPOSING AMENDMENTS TO THE VETERANS’ READJUSTMENT ASSIST- 
ANCE ACT OF 1952 (8. 3199) 


The State University of New York and the Board of Higher Education of the 
city of New York respectfully submit to the Senate Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare the following comments on, and suggested amendments to the 
above-mentioned bill. 

These amendments are designed to secure for tax-supported institutions which 
make no tuition charge a measure of financial relief partially commensurate 
with the added burden which this bill would impose upon them. 

The comments justifying the proposed amendments explain the inequities 
which will result if the relief requested is not granted, and answer questions 
generally raised with respect to tuition-free institutions. 


The amendments proposed 


S. 3199, page 22, line 6: strike out word “and”; in its place insert: “or in- 
structional”. 

S. 3199, page 22, lines 7-9: strike out the phrase “such institution may charge 
and receive from each eligible veteran who is a resident”; in its place insert: 
“the eligible veteran shall pay to such institution”. 

Section 234 of the bill, the section which this proposal would amend, deals with 
“Overcharges by Educational Institutions.” The inclusion under that subtitle 
of an exception in behalf of tax-supported institutions carries with it the in- 
correct implication that these institutions may be permitted to “overcharge.” 
The Veterans’ Administration has further suggested that there is a lack of 
clarity in the term “estimated” in line 9, page 22 of the bill (House Report No. 
1943, p. 110.) Should the committee desire to incorporate a greater degree of 
specificity in this section in order to meet the objection of the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration and to eliminate the inapplicable implication of an “overcharge,” we 
submit below suggestions for amendments alternative to those set forth above. 
We would prefer the inclusion of these alternatives, although the simpler amend- 
ments above would be equally satisfactory in accomplishing the objectives in 
which we are interested. 


Alternative proposed amendments to S 8199, section 234 
Page 22, line 4: strike out “that,” and “a”. 
Page 22, line 5, read: “educational institutions referred to in § 235. Strike out 
remainder of section 234. 
Page 22, after section 234 insert new section as follows: 
Taz-supported tuition-free institutions 


Sec. 235. In the case of a tax-supported public educational institution 
which does not have established charges for tuition or instructional fees 
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which it requires nonveteran residents to pay, the eligible veteran shall pay 
to such institution an amount not to exceed the rate of $31 per month for a 
full-time course. The rate referred to in this section shall be determined 
by one of the two following methods— 

(1) In the case of such institutions which have with the Administrator 
concurrently effective contracts for veteran education under the provisions 
of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act cf 1944 as amended (Public Law 346), 
the credit-hour cost agreed upon in the most recently negotiated contract, or 

(2) In the case of such institutions which have no such contract, a sum 
which the Administrator determines to be a fair and reasonable payment of 
the cost of teaching personnel and supplies for instruction attributable to 
the eligible veteran. 


Why do we want the suggested amendments? 


We suggest inclusion of the word “instructional” as a limitation on the term 
“fees” in order to eliminate possible misunderstanding. All institutions charge 
noninstructional fees of one type or another. In the case of the New York 
institutions these fees are very small, and cover such things as the use of 
textbooks, library, laboratories and studios, college music instruments and music, 
swimming pool, showers, and lockers, X-ray examinations, and diplomas. The 
highest total of noninstructional fees charged by any of the institutions under 
the jurisdiction of the State University is $152 while the lowest total charge is 
$15.50. Noninstructional fees in the city colleges range from $5 to $10 per 
semester. The word “fee” as included in section 234 of the present bill is 
evidently intended to mean “instructional fees”, a term sometimes used in lieu 
of the word “tuition”. We feel that specific inclusion of the full term would lend 
clarity and avoid misinterpretation. 

We suggest further changes in the latter portion of section 234 because we do 
not feel that in its present form it will effectively accomplish its purpose. Tax- 
supported, tuition-free institutions will find such legal and political difficulties in 
the way of levying charges on veterans that the workability of the clause is open 
to serious question. The Congress cannot extend the legal authority of local 
agencies. The Congress can, however, issue a directive to the recipient of its 
bounty. Since the Congress is planning to give funds to the veteran to help 
him pay his educational tuition, there is certainly no reason whv the Congress 
should not make certain that he does so. Fairness, indeed, would seem to indi- 
cate that it do precisely this if there is a real chance that its funds will be used 
for purposes other than those intended. 


How would veteran payments under the proposed amendments compare with 
actual costs? 


The maximum cost to the veteran of a full-time program for the 9 months of an 
academic year would be $279. The average annual cost of educating such a 
student in the New York municipal colleges during the academic year 1950-51 
was S548. The contract between the Board of Higher Education and the VA 
for the education of a veteran under the GI bill during the same period 1950-51 
stipulated a payment of $11.62 per credit hour. The average full-time program 
comprises 32 credit hours per academic year. The VA therefore paid under the 


vm 


2O- 


GI bill an average total of $371.84 for the education of a veteran following such 
a program for one academic year. Costs for the current academic year have risen 
considerablv. The currently effective contract with the VA provides for the 
payment of $13 per credit hour. The maximum amount payable under the »mend- 
ments suggested will therefore be less than half the cost of the edueation 
furnished. A similar situation exists in the institutions under control of the 
State Tniversitv. Thus even if this amendment is apnpreved, local agencies 
will still be paying the largest portion of the cost of educating a veteran. 


For what purposes will veterans’ payments be used? 


Since the payment required will he little less than half the cost entailed, no 
expansion of plant capacitv is envisioned. These payments would permit the 
colleges to admit some additional nonveteran residents who might otherwise 
be denied admission because of veteran pressures, 
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Why do tax-supported tuition-free institutions expect “veteran pregsures” under 
the present bill? 


The veteran will receive a total allowance designed to provide part of his 
tuition and personal subsistence costs. Many may be expected to enter tuition- 
free institutions as a means of enlarging, in effect, the portion of their allowance 
applicable to subsistence costs. The public institutions of New York may expect 
a large veteran enrollment under any plan that may be adopted. Mr. Philip S 
Huches of the Bureau of the Budget, testifying before the Veterans’ Committee of 
the House on this legislation, and speaking categorically for the administration, 
said: “Under existing conditions and policies as they pertain to the strength of 
the Armed Forces, most of the maturing male population of the nation would 
become eligible, as veterans, for the educational assistance given under such a 
program” (Hearings, p. 1481). 


Why do these institutions erpect to be faced with additional uncompensated costs 
if the present bill is not amended? 


Section 231 requires institutional certification of a veterans’ enrollment, evi- 
dently prior to every payment made to the veteran. The form of certification 
may be no more than an endorsement, yet where thousands are involved, even a 
monthly endorsement may be costly in terms of clerical time. 

Section 265 requires “without delay” institutional reports on “enrollment, inter- 
ruption, and termination” of education of the veteran. This means, in practice, 
the need for extensive and special record keeping for each veteran. This, too, 
costs money. 

Section 266 makes the institution responsible for overpayments to veterans 
resulting from the failure to report, among other things “excessive absences 
from a course.” The Administrator evidently has the power to define the terms. 
This, again, underlines the need for detailed institutional record-keeping. There 
seems to be some basic lack of justice in a situation where an institution which 
receives not even reimbursement for its extra costs is required to police the 
veteran and to assume under certain circumstances financial responsibility for 
his default. 

Section 267 requires the records and accounts of institutions pertaining to 
veterans to be available for examination by Federal officials. This proviso can 
also add its bit to possible costs of the program. 


What are some of the specific inequities foreseen if these amendments are not 
adopted? 


In addition to certain implied and explicit inequities referred to above, the 
following may be noted: 

1. The taxpayers of New York, both city and State, and the taxpayers of 
other similarly circumstanced communities contribute heavily to the Federal 
funds used for these educational subsidies. They also contribute to the city 
and State funds utilized for the maintenance of tax-supporting institutions. 
The present bill grants some relief to institutions otherwise supported, but 
places a double burden on the institution supported exclusively by the taxpayer. 

2. The incentive for the veteran to enroll in the tuition-free institution places 
an unfair and unnecessary handicap on the tuition-charging institution. The 
more equal treatment which the proposed amendments suggest would be just 
both types of institution. It would lighten the burden on the taxpayer and 
the institution he supports, while the tuition-charging institution would not suffer 
from unnecessary competition. 

38. The intent of Congress in making the grant, discussed at some length on 
page 34 of the House Committee Report No. 1948, would be more adequately 
realized by the amendments suggested. Without them the veteran would, in 
effect, be using Federal funds for purposes other than those intended. 


Summary facts concerning New York educationl institutions Affected by the 
operation of section 234 


a. Number and size of institutions involved 
The State University operates eighteen 4-year professional colleges and eleven 


2-year technical institutes which make no tuition charge to residents of the 
State of New York. In February 1952, 15,737 students were enrolled in the 
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colleges, 6,848 students in the institutes. The gross operating cost of all these 
institutions for the fiscal year ending March 31, 1952, was $32,300,000. 

The Board of Higher Education maintains four liberal arts colleges with a 
total enrollment of 64,796 students (spring term, 1951.) Approximately 75 
percent ($20,561,000.) of the gross receipts ($27,741,000.) utilized for college 
operations during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1951, came from tax levies paid 
by residents of the city and State of New York. No tuition charges of any sort 
are paid by matriculated students in these colleges. 


b. Veteran education in New York’s tax supported institutions 


In February 1952, 1,525 veterans were enrolled in the State University insti- 
tutions; 6,604 additional were enrolled in the 4 city colleges. Under the GI 
Bill of 1944 over 26,000 veterans attended the city colleges. 

Inquiries concerning this memorandum should be addressed to: John J. Meng, 
Board of Higher Education, 695 Park Avenue, New York 21, N. Y. 

Senator Hint. Our next witness will be from the Labor Department. 
Mr. William Patterson? Come around, Mr. Patterson. You are 
director of the Bureau of Apprenticeship, Department of Labor, and 
you are accompanied by Mr, Charles Donahue, Assistant Solicitor of 
the Department of Labor. 

Mr. Donahue? 


STATEMENTS OF W. F. PATTERSON, DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF AP- 
PRENTICESHIP, DEPARTMENT OF LABOR; AND CHARLES 
DONAHUE, ASSISTANT SOLICITOR, DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 


Mr. Parrerson. Yes, sir. 
Senator Hinn, Allright, Mr. Patterson. You represent the Depart- 
ment of Labor. You may proceed in your own - ay and bring to this 


subcommittee any matter you think should be brought to it in con- 
nection with this pending ‘bill. 

Mr. Patrerson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
have a prepared statement, which I can hand to the reporter later. 
It will only take a few minutes, if I may read it. 

Senator Hix. All right. 

If that is agreeable to you, then, you go ahead and just speak ex- 
tempore, and at the conclusion of your extempore remarks, we will put 
your statement in full in the record. 

Mr. Parrerson. Fine, Mr. Chairman. 

I asked permission to appear before your committee, because I felt 
that you would be very much interested and ¢ oncer ned with the experi- 
ence that the Department of Labor and the Bureau of Apprentic eship 
has had, handling apprenticeship and stiuas phases of on-the-job 
training under the Veterans’ Readjustment Act of 1944. 

This bill that you are considering has had hearings, two hearings 
in the House, one in the Veterans’ Affairs Committee, and another in 
a special select committee, and we were patricularly pleased in study- 
ing those hearings to note there were no complaints of any abuses or 
anything out of line with regard to the apprenticeship aspects. 

Senator Hitz. That ought to have been very gratifying, that there 
were none, because there were so many complaints otherwise. 

Mr. Parrerson. And we feel, Mr. Chairman, that that healthy 
state of apprenticeship, that phase of on-the- job tr: dining, was not tust 
an accident. It was greatly attributable to actions of Congress in the 
past. 
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Senator Doverias. You mean there were no complaints about indus- 
trial on-the-job training? There were all kinds of complaints about 
agricultural on- -the-job 1 training. 

Mr. Parrerson. I was even confining my remarks further, to ap- 
prenticeship, the apprenticeship phase of on-the-job training. 

Senator Bu. L. Apprenticeship in industry ? 

Mr. Parrerson. Yes. 

That healthy state that I refer to came about because Congress in 
passing the Apprenticeship Act in 1937, very wisely provided that we 
were, as a Government agency, to rely upon management and labor 
to carry on the great brunt of the program, and that we were to be tech- 
mcally advisory and clearinghouse and information, rather than to 
dictate apprenticeship policy. 

Because of that National Apprenticeship Act, we were able to draw 
heavily upon management and labor and all public agencies and get 
a program to which every one subscribed, and through which we were 
able to get standards on the employment of apprentices that protected 
the situation, so that there was no criticism in any way. Apprentice- 
ship was unchallenged and uncriticized und came through with flying 
colors. 

It should be pointed out to the committee, however, that although 
we have congressional sanction for the national apprenticeship pro- 
gram, we did have no official voice in the administration of the GI 
bill, and we had no official basis upon which to request money for the 

rather heavy role that we played in the training for veterans. 

With regard to the actions we took in connection with apprentice- 
ship, I think we should point out to you that our Bureau of Apprentice- 
ship and the Federal Committee on Apprenticeship were doing a great 
deal on behalf of veterans even before the passage of the original GI 
bill. For example, the Federal Committee on Apprenticeship and our 
agency made every effort to get management and labor to make ap- 
prenticeship opportunities available to veterans. 

Through our field staff and the field staffs of cooperating State ap- 
prenticeship agencies, we urged and appealed to employers and joint 
apprenticeship committees to waive a good many of the rules and reg- 
ulations of apprenticeship in order that veterans could take advantage 
of apprenticeship. Such standards we urged especially for those with 
service-connected disabilities. We asked that they make allowance for 
any previous experience that the veterans had, either in the military 
or in civilian life. 

We urged those standards with great success to waive all upper age 
limits, so that veterans would be availakle for apprenticeship. 

And then we asked them to conduct specal recruitment campaigns at 
veterans’ centers and with veterans’ organizations. 

At the national level, prior even to the end of World War IT, we 
cooperated with the educational and guidance activities of the mili- 
tary forces to the extent that we sent people to the separation centers, 
and we sent out tens of thousands of pamphlets to the men in the serv- 
ice so that they would be aware of apprenticeship opportunities. 

For a considerable period of time, we were getting an average of 
200 letters a week from men who were still in service. 

We were called upon before this same committee of the Senate, in 
€xecutive session, and testified, when you were considering the original 
GI bill, and at that time we urged that apprenticeship opportunities be 
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made the main source of benefits which veterans could get under the 
GI bill, because we felt this apprenticeship more than any other form 
of on-the-job training was something that was clear-cut and would not 
be subject to any abuses. 

As soon as the GI bill became a law, we, through our field staff and 
thousands of cooperators in management and labor, gave assistance to 
the approval agencies, and there was quite a load to that. We were able 
to establish standards upon which to base approval of both apprentice- 
ship and other on-the-job training. 

Even in the apprenticeship training in the initial stages, it looked 
as though there was grave danger of its breaking down, and we at the 
Federal committee, which is our top management-labor committee, 
were concerned to the point where they had a number of meetings 
to establish criteria as to what is an apprenticeable occupation. 

I can explain that by saying that many people came in with occupa- 
tions that you could learn in 3 or 4 months and claimed that because of 
the GI bill they were apprenticeable. So the standards were kept up, 
and we feel it went off in good fashion, and the veterans really profited, 
because every veteran who went into apprenctiship came out a skilled 
craftsman and a credit to everyone concerned. 

Senator Dovetas. Mr. Chairman, I hope you will forgive me if I 
interrupt here. 

Senator Hiri. Go right ahead. Certainly. 

Senator Dovetas. This is very interesting, but do you have specific 
legislation or suggestions on the legislation ¢ 

Mr. Parrerson. I do, sir. 

Senator Doveras. Are you giving us a little history of the past? 

Mr. Parrerson. A little background. 

Senator Dovugias. Can you proceed as to what your suggestions are 
on the legislation 4 

Mr. Parrerson. Yes. With regard to the legislation as passed by 
the House, the provision that we are most concerned about is the 
provision which said that, in two places—in one place it said that if the 
governor did not see fit to appoint an approving agency, that then 
that responsibility would fall upon the United States Commissioner of 
Education. 

Later in the same section it said—— 

Mr. Conurn. Section 241, is it not, page 22 of the bill? 

Mr. Parrerson. I don’t know whether I have the same copy. 
am working with a House copy. 

Mr. Cosurn. The bill that passed the House. 

Mr. Parrerson. I don’t have that reference. It is on page 8 of the 
copy Ihave. It is under State approving agencies, part 5, section 241 
(a) and (b), and also section 242 (b). 

My specific recommendations, which were contained in our letter 
to your chairman, suggested that while the Commissioner of Educa- 
tion is well qualified to pass upon academic and institutional training, 
that the pattern which which had been set up by Congress would indi- 
eate that the Secretary of Labor and the Bureau of Apprenticeship 
would be qualified to pass upon apprenticeship and other training 
on the job. 

Our suggestion is that the specific suggestion is made as to amend- 
ment that in those two places the Secretary of Labor be included. 

Senator Hitz. That he be included in those two places ? 
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Mr. Parrerson. Yes; with responsibilities corresponding to those 
of the Commissioner of Education and Institutional Training. 

Senator Hitt. Mr. Meadows has a question. 

Mr. Meapows. Would that responsibility pass also, Mr. Patterson, 
for on-the-job training, or institutional training? 

Mr. Parrerson. Yes; apprenticeship and on- -the- job training. 

Mr. Meapows. Yes; we considered this matter, Senator Hill, in the 
House, and in the informal staff discussion between the Veterans’ 
Administration and the Office of Education, we were advised that 
the Office of Education did not actually contemplate entering the 
field of education, but that an administration which would be per- 
mitted under the bill would be worked between the Administrator of 
Veterans’ Affairs and the Commissioner of Education. In fact, Fed- 
eral Bureau of Apprenticeship would continue to function in the field 
of apprenticeship where the State fails to function. 

At the present time that is true in three States. 

Senator Doveias. You want it in the law. 

Senator Hiti. Was there any reason given on the part of the House 
committee why it should not go into the law ? 

Mr. Meapvows. None other ‘perh: aps than the question of opposition 
which you wedi run into in certain States if there was a mandatory 
provision vesting authority for other than on-the-job training in 
the apprentice training service which would not incorporate any 
management-union aspect. 

Senator Dovetas. As a matter of fact, do not the States create 
approving agencies in virtually every cas se ? 

Mr. Mravows. There are three States, Senator, which decline to 
assume this particular function now. 

Senator Dovetas. So it is a relatively small issue. 

Mr. Meapows. They are Texas, South Dakota, and one other. 

Mr. Parrerson. I thought there were two, but you say there are 
three. 

Yes, Senator, I agree that 241 (b) is not as important as 242 (b). 
We feel that under 242 (b) it confers quite a lot of authority on the 
national level in the Commissioner of Education for ruling upon mat- 
ters which are strictly apprenticeship and on-the-job training. 

Mr. Me .wows. The response I gave there means that in the House 
we would have no o /bjection. In fact, we would not expect the Com- 
niissioner of Education to invade the field of apres nticeship, 

However, we would have some misgivings, we believe, in a manda- 
tery provision which would vest other training on the job in the 
Federal Bureau of Apprenticeship, since apparently you know many 
States divide that responsibility now and in many instances vest on- 
the-job training approval in the one agency and apprenticeship train- 
ing approvals in another agency. 

Mr. Parrerson. Yes: that istrue. I believe there are eight agencies 
in which the Department of Labor has both apprenticeship and on- 
the- job. 

However, this would not preclude them from going ahead and 
having the separate agencies. It is merely that on the national level, 
the De :partment of Labor has been regarded as the one to guide the 
other on-the-job training, and I go back to the basis of my statement 
as a basis for my contention that on the national level, that 242 (b), 
that when the on-the-job training was having pretty hard going and 
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Congress later enacted 679, the Retraining and Reemployment Ad- 
ministration, which was a part of the Labor Department, was asked 
to draft standards. We had a major role in drafting those and have 
guided the States in every way we could in on-the- job training. 

Now, on the defense training, through the Executive order, we have 
a function and responsibility for stimulating and giving service to 
all forms of on-the-job training, so it is not a new activity. 

Mr. Meapows. Of course, the function would be that if the State 
declined in either apprentice or other training on the job, that the 
Labor Department, the Federal Bureau of Apprenticeship, would 
be designated as approving agencies. That is your proposal, is it 
not ¢ 

Mr. Parrerson. That is the first proposal under 241 (b). But 
also under 242 (b) where it says that the Commissioner shall be re- 
sponsible for the approval of the courses of education or training of- 
fered, we feel there that it should be the Secretary of Labor for 
apprenticeship or on-the-job training. 

Senator Hitz. In other words, where it is on the-job training or 
apprenticeship, instead of designating the Commissioner of Educa- 
tion, you would designate the Secretary of Labor? 

Mr. Parrerson. That is true; yes. 

Senator Hii. So as to bring in the Bureau of Apprenticeship ? 

Mr. Parrerson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Copurn. Mr. Chairman, might I ask a question ? 

Senator Hitz. Go ahead, Mr. Coburn. 

Mr. Copurn. I just wondered, for the purpose of the record, so 
that we keep this thing straight: Do you have specific language in 
the form of amendments, so we can get them in ¢ 

Mr. Parrerson. Yes. That was contained in the appendix to our 
letter to the chairman. 

Mr. Copurn. When you conclude, will you put those in the record ? 

Mr. Parrerson. I don’t know whether there is any discussion of 
that, but I would go on and say further that, under the present pro- 
visions, it really upsets the pattern which Congress has set for the 
handling of apprenticeship and on-the-job training over the years, and 
which is regarded strongly by management and labor. We feel the 
veteran will get a better deal from management and labor if this is 
changed. 

Senator Hii. Will you submit to us the language now on all t 
different matters / 

Patrrerson. Yes. 

Senator Hus. All right, sir, do you have anything else ? 

Mr. Parrerson. That is our main proposal, Mr. Chairman, but I 

think we should call attention to some discrepancies which may cause 
misunderstandings, 

Senator Hitz. All right, sir. 

Mr. Patrrerson. Title 2 , part I, section 201, subsection 7, contains a 
misstatement, Mr. Meadows 

It states: 

The term “training establishment” means any business or other establishment 
providing apprentice or other training on the job, including those under the su- 
pervision of a college or university or any State department of education, or any 
State apprenticeship council or any State board of vocational education, or any 


upprenticeship council or the Bureau of Apprenticeship established according to 
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Public Law 308, Seventy-fifth Congress, or any agency authorized to supervise 
such training, 

I refer back to where it says “or any apprenticeship council” in the 
belief that the intent there was to say “any joint apprenticeship com- 
mittee.” 

Mr. Meapows. The situation that occurred was this: If you will re- 
fer back to Public Law 346, you will find, by virtue of the amendments, 
that there is a long definition here of a training establishment, which 
is almost meaningless. It is incomprehensible, the way the bill has 
been passed. This was an attempt to keep the two acts as nearly con- 
sistent as possible and yet retain the basic definition. We would be 
susceptible, at least in the House, to corrective language. 

Senator Hitz. Do you have any such language ? 

Mr. Parrerson. We have a substitute for the apprenticeship coun- 
cil. 

Mr. O’Dononutve. Subsection 7, section 201, substitute for the phrase 

“or any apprepticeship council” the phrase “or any joint apprentice- 
ship committee.” 

Senator Hin. All right. 

Mr. Parrerson. You see, Mr. Meadows, they recognized the State 
apprentic ee agency, and the apprenticeship council is always con- 
sidered to be on the State level, and quite a problem arose w ith the Ad- 
ministration, the Veterans’ Administration, in the beginning, because 
they would not recognize joint apprenticeship committees. They 
finally did, but, apparently, the House felt that by putting that in it 
would remove all doubt. But it looked to me like the intent was any 
apprenticeship joint committee. 

Senator Hitt. Can you take that. Mr. Meadows, and if there are any 
differences between you and Mr. Patterson, may I ask that you get 
together and see if you cannot work it out ¢ 

Mr. Mrapows. It was considered, Senator, but the House rejected it, 
for this reason: It was felt we injected another element. into what was 
supposed to be a purely educational bill, an element of certain economic 

conditions, and other things which might reflect a low workweek, which 
sometimes happens as in the textile industry or other industries, down 
to 24 er 26 hours a week, and not to key it on just a collective- 
bargaining arrangement. We did not propose to upset the Adminis- 
trator’s authority. 

As it stands now, the Administrator has authority to determine 
administratively what would be the minimum hours per week required 
in apprentice and other tr aining on the job. We did not propose to 
key that authority to just collec tive- bargaining arrangements, because 
it just injects a new factor in the whole field of education, and it was 
considered, and rejected in the House on that basis. 

Mr. Parrrerson. I think there is a strong possibility it could be 
worked out with the Veterans’ Administration. 

Mr. Meapows. Administratively. 

Mr. Parrerson. Yes. 

Senator Hitt. Do you mean you can work it out with the Veterans’ 
Administration ¢ 

Mr. Parrerson. Yes. 

Mr. Meapows. If he wanted to go to a 35-hour week or some other 
figure, he could. 

Senator Hiz. What is your next suggestion ? 
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Mr. Parrerson. Mr. Chairman, there is likely to be confusion under 
part 5, section 241 (a), with regard to a minor change i in the language 
there. It says: 

The chief executive of each State is requested to create or designate a State 
department or agency as the State approving agency for his State for the purposes 
of this title. 

Now, under the former GI bill—and it worked out well—the States 
ordins irily had two approving agencies, one for educational institu- 
tional training and one for apprenticeship. A clarification of that 
would seem helpful, although later, I notice it does refer to the appro- 
priate State approving agency, which implies that it was meant that 
there could be more than one agency. 

Senator Hitz. Did you have some language there ? 

Mr. Parrerson. Yes; I have some langu: age that would correct that. 

is a matter of clarification. 

Senator Hm. Would you read that ? 

Mr. Parrerson. Yes. 

Senator Hiti. Do you have anything else? 

Mr. Parrerson. Yes. 

Then on 242 (e), we have a suggestion for clarifying that : 

An eligible veteran shall receive the benefits of this title while enrolled in a 
course of education or training offered by an educational institution or training 
establishment only if such course is approved by the State where such educa- 
tional institution or training establishment is situated, or by the Secretary or 
the Commissioner, whoever is appropriate. 


= 


Senator Hiti. There you would suggest to carry it through 

Mr. Parrerson. That is to carry it through; ves, sir. 

Then. subsection (b) of section 242 carries through the same thing. 
We have suggested language for that. 

Senator Hm. I understand. 

Mr. Parrerson. Then on 244 (a) where it spells out the provisions 
for finances, to amend that to read: 

The Administrator shall utilize the services of the Department of Labor and 
the Office of Education in developing cooperative agreements between the Ad- 
ministrator and State and local agencies, 

And then to carry through on the last part of that, subsection (b) 
of 244. 

Senator Hii. You will have to put in there the Department of 
Labor ? 

Mr. Parrerson. Yes; and the same in (b). 

Senator Hitt. Do you have language for all that ? 

Mr. Parrerson. Yes. 

Senator Hitz. All right; sir, is there anything else? 

Mr. Parrerson. Then there is quite a problem on this matter 
advisory committees. The reference on it is section 262. 

Senator Him. Do you mean where the Commissioner is made ¢ 
ex officio member, but the Secret: ry of Labor is not? 

Mr. Parrerson. Yes. 

Senator Hii. Would you like to have the Secretary of Labor in- 
cluded ? 

Mr. Parrerson. We would like to have the Secretary of Labor also 
be ex officio to advise on the apprenticeship and on the on-the-job 
training. 


20932 
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Mr. Dononvur. There is also a little problem there, whether it was 
intended this committee should be only educators. 

Mr. Meavows. Do you consider the field broad enough to qualify 
under the term “education” ¢ 

Mr. Dononve. I think a man who has been in labor has served 
a term of apprenticeship. I think it makes reference to prominent 
educators. 

Mr. Mrapows. You could say if he had education and training. 

Mr. Donouur. If it covers the whole group, it is all right. 

Mr. Hitz. Did you have any language to suggest there, sir? 

Mr. Parrerson. We have not prepared it, Mr. Chairman. We 
are inclined to recommend the Management-Labor Committee for 
tiaining and on-the-job. I realize you don’t want to go too far on this. 
‘Lhat is why I am hesitating. 

Senator Hint. We might call it “establishments for training,” and 
that could cover nearly anything, that word “establishments.” 

Mr. Mreapows. Then again you have an advisory committee, which 
is discretionary. The Administrator has the discretion to pick the 
people. 

It seems to me he ought to dictate as to the exact composition of it. 

Mr. Parrerson. Except that the law 308 specifically says the Sec- 
retary has to appoint a committee from management and labor. 

Senator Hitt. Of course, there is nothing lke that in here. 

Mr. Parrerson. No; it is a committee of eminent educators, as I 
see it. Was there any thought in the House to include members of 
management and labor, or 

Mr. Mrapows. The thought was that the basis for that committee 
which the Administrator now has for the purpose of financial prob- 
lems which we now have—we did not feel we would like to dictate as 
to what we would like, because it is a discretionary thing with the 
Administrator, and we did not propose to dictate its composition and 
structure, in the act, but, offhand, it would be my personal reaction 
certainly that he would seek advice in this particular field, because it is 
one of the major facets of the program. 

Mr. Parrerson. I think the simplest way, Mr. Chairman, is to 
merely include the Secretary of Labor as an ex officio, the same as the 
Commissioner of Education.. I think that would take care of it at 
this late stage. 

The only other point I had which was not included in the appendix, 
but in the body of my letter, was that there is considerable concern 
throughout the country about part V, section 2 (c) that apprenticeship 
training allowances of a veteran “shall be reduced at the end of each 
4-month period as his program progresses.” 

It happens that the almost universal period for the raise that the 
apprentices get would be almost 6 months. So we would be inclined 
to suggest that “6” be substituted for “4,” as applies only to ap- 
prenticeship. 

Mr. Mrapows. We considered it, of course, at the time we arrived 
at this “every 4 months,” but we rejected it for the reason that the 4 
months is an arbitrary formula to get away from the very complicated 
problem of keying subsistence to w: ages, aS we now operate. But the 
4 months and the advantage of getting gradual rather than violent 
reduction of subsistence on the part of the Gover nment. 

Actually, in the tinal analysis, there is no particular necessity that 
this arbitrary formula be keyed to the w: age agreeme?.ts, because you 
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know we could key it at 6 months and we would get most of them. 
We would go to 4 and we would get another group. The next that 
we would have to move into would be prescribing 6 months for appren- 
tice training, and perhaps 4 months for on-the- job training, and then 
we move into States that use 6 months for on-the-job training. 

We felt that we were getting into too much of an administrative 
problem if we had different reduction formulae in different categories 
and felt in the long run this is not burdensome or unfair to anyone, 
that the sum and effect was the same. 

Mr. Parrerson. It would increase a lot of the bookkeeping trans- 
actions because, I would say offhand, knowing the situation through- 
out the country, that 95 percent of the apprentices are on a 6-months’ 
basis. I know of none on the 4-months’. I know a very few on 
3 months’ and a very few on a year, so the present pattern is 6 months 
It does not make a great deal of difference, I think, from the book 
keeping standpoint. 

Mr. Meapows. Of course, if you make a uniform statement, 
months is typical for one-the-job training. It brings into it an ele 
ment of two different types of elements in the Farm Administration. 

The question is: What can be accomplished? That is, after all, 
advice by the Government. There is no problem as far as the farm 
is concerned. It is no affair of theirs. Their agreements, regard 
less of whether it is 3 months, 6 months, or 4 months, would be an 
obligation which they would make regardless of what the Federal 
Government does in the way of disbursing subsistence checks. The 
obligation would be to carry out the arrangement with the traineee 
for whatever it might be, 4 or 6 months, without any coordination with 
regard to what the Federal scale provided. 

Mr. Parrerson. I would think, however, that it would still be 
pretty hard to handle it where they only get a raise every 6 months, 
and the Veterans’ Administration computations are on a 4-month 
basis. 

Mr. Mrapows. But there is no relationship between the two any 
longer, where you do not have the subsistence rate keyed to the amount 
of earnings, whereas we have it now, and they have to be coordinated, 
because there is corresponding reduction in subsistence with the 
wages. ‘There is no relationship, therefore, in the natural fact that 
they are two separate propositions, and one has no re lationship to 
the other. 

Senator Hinz. Does that cover it all? 

Mr. Parrerson. That completes it. 

Senator Hitt. We will put your statement in full in the record 
at this point, and will you please leave with us all your suggested 
amendments ¢ 

Mr. Parrerson. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, 
BurEAU OF APPRENTICESHIP, 


Washington 25, June 18, 1952. 
Hon. Lister HILt, 


Chairman, Special Subcommittee on Veterans’ Educational and Rehabili- 
tation Benefits, United States Senate, Washington, D. ¢ 
DEAR SENATOR HILL: My attention has been called to H. R. 7656, a bill, “to 
provide vocational readjustment and to restore lost educational opportunities 
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to certain persons who served in the Armed Forces on or after June 27, 1950, and 
prior to such date as shall be fixed by the President or the Congress.” As you 
know, this proposal was passed by the House of Representatives and has been 
referred to your special subcommittee for consideration. 

This legislation would provide benefits for Korean veterans similar to those 
benefits which were granted to veterans of World War II. Specifically, it would 
provide for education and apprentice training, as well as home, farm, and 
business loan credit assistance, old-age and survivors’ insurance credits, 
mustering-out payments, and employment assistance. 

The Bureau of Apprenticeship which has been actively engaged in apprentice 
training since 1937 under an act of Congress, has the following comments on the 
on-the-job aspects of H. R. 7656. 

The bill as presently drafted, appears to be based on the aSsumption that the 
entire area of apprenticeship and on-the-job training for veterans is similar to 
academic education. For example, under title II, part V of the bill, the Com- 
missioner of Education would, among other things, be responsible for the approval 
of apprentice training programs as well as educational courses. Actually, how- 
ever, most of the problems encountered in connection with on-the-job and appren- 
tice training are problems involving employment relations and negotiations 
between unions and employers. Discussions between these two groups are neces- 
sary to the institution of apprenticeship programs and to the establishment of 
necessary standards for such programs. The Commissioner of Education, al- 
though fully qualified in the educational field, would appear to lack practical 
experience in this field of apprenticeship and on-the-job training. Therefore, in 
view of the importance to the Korean veterans of obtaining the full cooperation 
and support of both management and labor in this matter, it is recommended that 
the Secretary of Labor be given the functions assigned to the Commissioner of 
Education with respect to the approval of apprenticeship and other on-the-job 
training programs. In this connection, appropriate amendments to title II, part 
V of the bill are offered in the attached appendix. Also, in part I of title II 
it would become necessary to add a new subsection (12) to section 201 which 
would define the word “Secretary” as used in the suggested amendments above. 
Language for this brief amendment is found in the appendix, also. 

I also have several other suggestions to offer with respect to language in H. R. 
7656. The use of both “State apprenticeship agency” and “any apprentice coun- 
cil” in subsection 7 of section 201 of the bill is redundant and may prove to be 
confusing. A State apprenticeship agency is usually an apprentice council, Ap- 
parently, the latter phrase in the bill was intended to denote the various local 
joint appren*iceship committees which function under the direction of the State 
apprenticeship agency or council. I am including in the enclosed appendix, an 
amendment to subsection 7 of section 201, which I believe would remove the 
above ambiguity. 

Part V, entitled “Payments To Veterans,” provides in section 232 (c) that the 
apprenticeship training allowance of a veteran “shall be reduced at the end of 
each 4-month period as his program progresses.” In view of the fact that the 
established practice under existing apprenticeship programs is to have wage 
increases granted each 6 months, it is suggested that the word “six” be substituted 
for the word “four” in all cases involving apprenticeship programs. 

Section 262, in part VII of the bill, would create an “advisory committee’ 
consisting of prominent educators and the Commissioner of Education, as an ex 
officio member, to advise the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs on problems 
affecting educational programs for veterans. Unquestionably, such educators 
are the proper persons to advise the Administrator with respect to college or 
institutional educational programs relating to their fields. However, such edu- 
eators are not qualified, and do not profess to be qualified, to furnish expert 
advice in connection with apprentice or on-the-job-training programs. Accord- 
ingly, it is suggested that the Secretary of Labor as well as the Commissioner 
of Education be an ex officio member of the proposed advisory committee. Since 
the Secretary has at his service the Federal Committee on Apprenticeship, 
which is a management-labor committee appointed by him under authority of 
Public Law 308, Seventy-fifth Congress, he would be in an excellent position to 
advise the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs on problems involving apprentice- 
ship and on-the-job training. Suggested language for this proposal will be found 
in the appendix. 

Finally, it is suggested that business establishments covered by collective- 
bargaining agreements relating to the hours worked in a week, be exempt from 


. 
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the determination made by the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs as to the defi- 
nition of what is a full-time training course. An amendment for this proposal 
will be found in the appendix. 

I believe that the amendments and changes I have suggested would greatly 
improve the effectiveness of the Korean veterans’ readjustment program. These 
amendments would greatly facilitate the development not only of training pro- 
grams but also of worth-while job opportunities growing out of such programs. 

If I can be of any assistance to your committee, please do not hesitate to call 
upon me. 

Very truly yours, 


W. F. PATrerson, 
Director, Bureau of Apprenticeship. 


APPENDIX 
TITLE II, PART I OF H. R. 7656 


1. In subsection (7) of section 201 substitute for the phrase “or any apprentice 
council,” the phrase “or any joint apprenticeship committee.” 

2. Add a new subsection (12) to section 201 to read as follows: 

“(12) The term Secretary means the Secretary of Labor of the United States 
Department of Labor.” 


TITLE II, PART IV OF H. R. 7656 


1. Section 233 (b) is amended to read as follows: 

“(b) The Administrator shall define full-time training in the case of all types 
of courses of education or training other than institutional on-farm training, the 
types of courses referred to in subsection (a), and on-the-job training in estapb- 
lishments covered by collective-bargaining agreements.” 


TITLE II, PART V OF H. R. 7656 


1. Amend the entire section 241 to read as follows: 

“Sec. 241. (a) The chief executive of each State is requested to create or 
designate both a ‘State approving agency for educational programs’ and a ‘State 
approving agency for apprentice and other on-the-job-training programs,’ for his 
State for the purposes of this title. 

“(b) (1) In the event the chief executive of any State fails or declines to 
create or designate a State approving agency, the provisions of this title which 
refer to the State approving agencies shall, with respect to such State, be deemed 
to refer to the Secretary in respect to apprentice or other training on the job, 
and to the Commissioner in respect to all other education or training. 

““(2) In the case of courses subject to approval by the Secretary or by the 
Commissioner under section 242, the provisions of this title which refer to a 
State approving agency shall be deemed to refer to the Secretary or to the Com- 
missioner, whoever is appropriate. 

2. The first sentence of section 242 (a) is amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 242. (a) An eligible veteran shall receive the benefits of this title while 
enrolled in a course of education or training offered by an educational institution 
or training establishment only if such course is approved by the State where 
such educational institution or training establishment is situated, or by the 
Secretary or the Commissioner whoever is appropriate. * * *” 

3. Subsection (b) of section 242 is amended to read as follows: 

“(b) The Commissioner and the Secretary shall be responsible, respectively, 
for the approval of courses of education and apprentice or other on-the-job train- 
ing offered—by any agency of the Federal Government authorized under other 
laws to supervise such education or training. The Secretary or Commissioner 
may approve any course in any training establishment or institution, within 
their respective jurisdiction as defined in section 241, in accordance with the 
provisions of this title.” 

4. The second sentence in section 244 (a) is amended to read as follows: 

“The Administrator shall utilize the services of the Department of Labor and 
the Office of Education in developing cooperative agreements between the Admin- 
istrator and State and local agencies * * *.” 
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5. Subsection (b) of section 244 is amended to read as follows: 

“(b) Any such utilization shall be pursuant to proper agreement with the 
Federal department or agency concerned; and payment to cover the cost thereof 
shall (except in the case of the Department of Labor and the Office of Educa- 
tion) be made in advance or by way of reimbursement, as may be provided in 
such agreement. Funds necessary to enable the Department of Labor and the 
Office of Education to carry out their functions under this title are authorized 
to be appropriated directly to such department and office.” 


TITLE IT, PART VII OF H. R. 7656 


1. The second sentence of section 262 is amended to read as follows : 
‘“* * * The Commissioner and the Secretary shall be ex officio members of 
the advisory committee. * * *” 


Senator Hitz. I will put in the record at this point a letter dated 
June 17, 1952, from the Acting Secretary of the Department of Labor, 
on the matter of Unemployment Insurance for Veterans in the Armed 
Services. 

(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, June 17, 1952. 
The Honorable Lister HIxt, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR Hitt: I am taking this opportunity of expressing my views 
to you, as chairman of the subcommittee of the Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare concerning H. R. 7656 which provides for certain readjustment benefits 
for persons serving in the Armed Forces on or after June 27, 1950. While Mr. 
William F. Patterson, Director, Bureau of Apprenticeship, United States De- 
partment of Labor, is transmitting to you the views of the Department concern- 
ing on-the-job training aspects of the afore-mentioned bill, I desire to direct 
particular attention to the desirability of including in this measure some adequate 
provisions for unemployment insurance for veterans of the Armed Services. 

The Department of Labor advocates unemployment insurance for veterans of 
the armed services. Provision for unemployment insurance for veterans is 
contained in H. R. 7277, introduced by Congressman Roosevelt. I testified in favor 
of this proposal before a subcommittee of the House Ways and Means Com- 
mittee on April 1, 1952, and I am convinced that, in the long run, the unemploy- 
ment insurance approach is sound not only with respect to emergency service 
in the Armed Forces but also for all Federal service, both civilian and military, 
regardless of the existence of a national emergency. 

In drafting H. R. 7656, the House Committee on Veterans’ Affairs considered but 
did not adopt a provision for unemployment insurance for Korean veterans and 
instead adopted for these veterans a system of mustering out pay as provided 
for in the bill. In addition to this provision, however, it seems to me that it would 
also be desirable to give all members of the Armed Forces the benefits of 
unemployment insurance upon discharge with weekly payments only to those who 
are available for suitable work and with the amount of payments based upon 
wages earned, These benefits would thus cover any interim period of unem- 
ployment after discharge in the same manner that our laws now provide this 
type of insurance for workers generally. Thus we would be providing sound 
relief from hardship for the jobless, with reasonable incentives to find work, 
together with required registration at the local public employment office. 

At the same time, I feel very strongly that we must avoid a system of unem- 
ployment payments such as we provided for under the Servicemen’s Readjust- 
ment Act of 1944. In other words, the provisions for unemployment insurance 
should, so far as consistent with minimum uniform standards for all service- 
men, be administered strictly in accordance with State unemployment insur- 
ance laws upon the same basis of administration used for paying benefits to 
civilian workers generally. As for uniform standards, I have always favored 
national minimum standards with respect to such matters as benefit amount and 
duration and the basis for disqualifying workers from receiving benefits. It 
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is my belief that this concept of minimum standards should exist for the service- 
men so that they would be assured adequate protection, regardless of the State 
where they are located when filing their claims. 

At the request of some Members of Congress, I have had prepared a draft 
proposal providing for unemployment insurance for veterans and have endorsed 
the principles contained in this proposal before the interested congressional 
committees. This draft was made available to the House Committee on Vet- 
erans’ Affairs while the committee was considering H. R. 7656, and I am enclos- 
ing a copy for your consideration in connection with this problem. I believe 
the draft would provide a sound basis for action by your subcommittee in the 
event that you should decide to incorporate unemployment insurance provisions 
in the bill which you are now considering. The staff of the Department of Labor 
will, of course, be available to give the subcommittee any technical assistance 
which may be desired. In particular, if the subcommittee should desire to 
inquire further concerning the views of the Department on this question, 
Mr. Robert C. Goodwin, Director, Bureau of Employment Security, will be glad 
to confer at greater length with the subcommittee at its convenience, 

Yours very truly, 
MICHAEL J. GALVIN, 
Acting Secretary of Labor 


Mr. Copnurn. Mr. Chairman, I thought Senator Pastore would be 
back, but he is not. He wanted to get a particular matter into the 
record. 

Senator Hiri. All right; what is it ? 

Mr. Cornurn. It is a question on what constitutes a “proprietary 
nonprofit education institution,” referred to in section 226 of the 
Teague bill. 

Senator Hitz. It is a question as to what? 

Mr. Copurn. He has raised this question as to what constitutes a 
“proprietary nonprofit education institute?” 

The explanation is all included here, and I will just submit it for 
the record. 

Senator Hix. All right. It will go into the record at this point. 

(The material referred to is as follows:) 


SENATOR PASTORE’S RECORD 


Question: In reference to section 226 I have been asked what specifically is 
meant by a “proprietary nonprofit education institution” ? 

Answer or explanation to be inserted in record. 

Example to be cited: For example, “a Massachusetts technical school is 
organized under the laws of Massachusetts as a nonprofit school and has been 
recognized for years as a nonprofit institution by the Bureau of Internal Revenue. 
The Massachusetts law specifically requires that there be no stock or certificates 
of ownership vested in any individual and further requires that in case of disso- 
lution that all assets must be turned over to a like or similar nonprofit institu- 
tion or, if not, will apparently revert to the State. Would such a school be 
classified as a proprietary nonprofit school within the meaning of the law? 

Answer: The purpose of section 226 in its reference to “proprietary nonprofit 
educational institutions” is to include within the requirement of the section 
that there must be a nonveteran enrollment of 25 percent * * * those propri- 
tary profit schools which might seek to evade the provisions of this particular 
section by incorporating or reincorporating as “proprietary nonprofit” schools. 

In the example cited, the Massachusetts Technical School would come within 
the provisions of the section, and in order to qualify for the enrollment of eligi- 
ble veterans, would have to show that at least one-quarter of students enrolled 
in its courses are nonveterans, 

Senator Hitz, Is there anything else, gentlemen ? 

Mr. Parrerson. We have nothing further, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator H1tit. We are very much obliged to you. Thank you very 
much, gentlemen. 


S 
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Mr. Parrerson. Thank you for your consideration, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Coznurn. Mr. Chairman, before closing, I would like to submit 
for the record, in reply to a question raised bySenator Douglas, a cita- 
tion of a New York law which grants to the public institutions in that 
State authority to accept money from the Federal Government. 

Senator Hiii. Very well. It may go into the record. 

(The citation refered to is as follows :) 
aa 1143-D, Education Law, State of New York, section 3, State Code 

951). 

Senator Huw. If there is nothing further, I declare the hearings 
closed. 

(Whereupon, at 3:50 p. m. the committee recessed, subject to the 
call of the sada 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., June 12, 1952. 
Hon. JAMES E. Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your letter of May 20, 1952, re- 
questing a report from the Bureau of the Budget on 8S. 3199, a bill to provide 
readjustment benefits to certain persons who served in the Armed Forces on or 
after June 27, 1950, and prior to such date as shall be fixed by the President or 
the Congress, and for other purposes. 


TITLE I—SHORT TITLE AND STATEMENT OF POLICY 


The clear statement of purpose contained in this title will be of fundamental 
importance in the administration of the bill. The principles of readjustment 
and restoration of lost opportunity expressed are consistent with the views of 
the President on this subject. 

The policy statement quite properly relates the benefits under this bill to active 
service in the Armed Forces during a period of national emergency. However, 
this policy is not carried forward into the termination provisions relating to the 
specific benefit programs. These provide that the period of qualifying service 
may occur at any time between June 27, 1950, and a date to be determined by 
Presidential proclamation or concurrent resolution of the Congress. The date 
to be thus determined is not expressly related to the termination of the national 
emergency or the end of the draft under the Selective Service Act, although we 
understand that such a relationship has been assumed by the committee in its 
consideration of the bill. The lack of such explicit relationship departs from 
the practice which has consistently been followed by the Congress in enacting 
legislation for similar veterans’ benefits. The Bureau of the Budget recommends 
that a general provision be added to title I to provide that the period of service 
creditable for benefits under this act shall terminate when the national emer- 
gency ends, unless sooner terminated by Presidential proclamation or concurrent 
resolution of the Congress under the specific provisions of the separate titles. 


TITLE I EDUCATIONAL AND VOCATIONAL ASSISTANCE 


The provisions of this title are similar in most respects to the provisions of 
S. 2606, a bill to provide vocational readjustment and to restore lost educational 
opportunities to certain persons who served in the Armed Forces on or after 
June 27, 1950, and prior to such date as shall be fixed by the President or the 
Congress, on which the Bureau of the Budget reported to your committee on 
March 27, 1952. The Bureau has also reported to your committee and testified 
before it on S. 1940, a bill to provide certain educationa! and training benefits 
to veterans who served in the active military, naval, or air service on or after 
June 27, 1950. 

In reporting on 8. 2606, the Bureau commented on a number of features of the 
bill which we believed to be susceptible of improvement. S. 3199 is an improve- 
ment on the earlier bill in several respects, but it is believed that the bill could 
be still further improved along the lines indicated below. 

1. Allowances.—The allowances under 8. 3199 are at the same level as those in 
S. 2606. As previously stated, we believe that payments to the veteran at this 
level will encourage training for the sake of the subsistence allowances involved, 
rather than for the sake of the training itself. We repeat our previous recom- 
mendation that the committee consider the modification of the bill in such a way 
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as to provide for a financial investment by the average veteran in his own 
training. 

Whereas S. 2606 established ceilings on the payment of allowances to all types 
of trainees, S. 3199 establishes such ceilings only with respect to on-the-job 
training. While there are apparent administrative problems connected with the 
enforcement of ceilings on institutional training, the complete elimination of 
ceilings from this type of training represents a departure from previously ex- 
isting concepts which we believe to be undesirable. Under the provisions of S. 
3199, the Government would be obligated to provide education and training allow- 
ances for institutional training to many veterans with income more than ade- 
quate to meet necessary expenses during training. We believe that the Govern- 
ment’s obligation to provide such allowances should be limited to assuring that, 
within reasonable limits, which should be set forth in the law, the income avail- 
able to the veterans will meet his education and training needs. It is recom- 
mended that ceilings be established on allowances for all types of training, rather 
than for on-the-job training only as in S. 3199. 

2. Administration.—Subsection 261 (a) of the bill subjects the decisions of the 
Administrator to the provisions of the Budget and Accounting Act of 1921 and the 
Budget and Accounting Procedures Act of 1950. Specifically, this means that 
decisions of the Administrator regarding both the eligibility of individual veter- 
ans and payments to them will be subject to review and exception by the Comp- 
troller General. This provision of the bill represents a departure from estab- 
lished precedent with respect to veterans’ benefits since in all other instances 
the decisions of the Administrator have finality. The Bureau of the Budget 
sees no compelling reason for this departure from established precedent since 
under 8S. 3199 all financial dealings would be between the Administrator and the 
veteran. The contractual relationships with institutions and training establish- 
ments which caused difficulty under the GI bill will not be a problem under this 
bill. 

Section 264 requires the dismissal of any employee of the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration or the Office of Education owning an interest in or receiving wages, 
salary, etc. from any profit institution training veterans under the provisions of 
the bill. This would require the dismissal of employees having no connection 
with the administration of the education and training program. If there is to 
be such a provision, we see no reason to limit its application to profit institu- 
tions. Moreover, it is desirable that the Administrator or Commissioner be em- 
powered to waive the application of this section in the event he finds that the 
employee's association with the school will not interfere with his performance of 
assigned duties. 

3. Entitlement.—With respect to the computation of entitlement, we reiterate 
our previous recommendation that entitlement be computed on a month-for-month 
basis, rather than on the basis of 1% months of training for each month of 
service. The reasons given in our report on 8S. 2606 are also applicable to this 
bill. 

The revision of allowance rates recommended above (and in our report on S. 
2606) is of particular importance if title II of S. 3199 is to provide a sound legis- 
lative basis for a new veterans’ education and training program. The bill in its 
present form provides a much better foundation for the new program than 
would be provided by an extension of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 
1944, as amended. However, there remains serious question as to whether the 
high allowance rates would not encourage a substantial amount of abuse. 

The Veterans’ Administration has estimated the first year cost of this title to 
approximate $318,000,000, with an annual cost of about $816,000,000 after the 
program attains full momentum. We believe these estimates to be as accurate as 
ean be developed from information available at the present time. 


TITLE I1I—LOANS 


The Bureau of the Budget has previously expressed the view that, to the extent 
they are necessary, any new loan guaranty benefits fer veterans of the current 
emergency should be provided through a system of veterans preferences or 
priorities within the framework of existing housing programs designed to meet 
the needs of the whole population. 

It is noted that title III of the bill, in addition to providing benefits to 
veterans of the current emergency similar to those provided veterans of World 
War II, amends the provisions of title III of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act 
of 1944 with respect to both World War II veterans and veterans of the current 
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emergency by strengthening administrative controls and providing for a warranty 
by the seller of newly constructed dwelling units. 

We have been unable, as yet, to arrive at an estimate of the costs of this 
title. 


TITLE IV—OLD-AGE AND SURVIVOR’S INSURANCE 


The chief effect of title IV of the bill is to provide old-age and survivors’ 
insurance wage credits of $160 for each month of military service between 
June 27, 1950, and a date to be determined by Presidential proclamation or 
concurrent resolution of the Congress. For the period ending December 31, 
1952, the Federal Security Agency has estimated the cost of the wage credits 
to be about $150,000,000. This would be appropriated over the next several 
decades as benefits which include such service become payable. This cost 
would be borne entirely by the Government. 

rhe President has on various occasions, the last time in the 1953 budget mes- 
sage, recommended that members of the Armed Forces should be provided full 
protection on a contributory basis under the old-age and survivors’ insurance 
system as is now the case for most other occupations. Full and permanent 
coverage as recommended by the President would provide important survivor 
and retirement protection to all servicemen with the cost borne on the custom- 
ary 50-)0 basis by the individual and by his employer. While title IV gives 
useful protection, this is only a stopgap which does not provide the full OASI 
coverage proposed by the President. 


TITLE V—MUSTERING-OUT PAYMENTS 


The expressed purpose of title V of the bill is to provide mustering-out 
payments to all veterans discharged on or after June 27, 1950, similar to those 
granted World War II veterans, in lieu of any form of unemployment insur- 
ance or readjustment allowances. Mustering-out payments would clearly be 
both extremely costly and an ineffective way to meet the needs of unemployed 
veterans. Unemployment compensation coverage for the Armed Forces would 
cost approximately $100,000,000 per year on the basis of present strength. The 
Department of Defense estimates that mustering-out payments would require a 
total appropriation of $640,000,000 in 1953. This would include $80,000,000 for 
1951, $230,000,000 for 1952, and $330,000,000 for 1953. Thereafter the cost of 
the title would run at an annual rate of approximately $280,000,000 for the fore- 
seeable future. 

Moreover, since title V would grant mustering-out payments retroactively to 
all those discharged on or after June 27, 1950, as well as to personnel receiving 
bonuses for reenlistment in the Armed Forces, it is inconsistent with sound 
readjustment principles, as well as with principles of unemployment compen- 
sation. 

Because of the serious deficiencies of this title, it is not believed to be in 
the best interest of either the veteran or the Nation. You are accordingly advised 
that this title of the bill is not in accord with the program of the President. 

Sincerely yours, 
F. J. Lawton, Director. 


JUNE 10, 1952. 
Hon. JAMES E. MurRRAY, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR MurRAY: This is in further response to your letter of May 20, 
1952, for a report on S. 3199, Eighty-second Congress, “‘a bill to provide vocational 
readjustinent and to restore lost educational opportunities to certain persons 
who served in the Armed Forces on or after June 27, 1950, and prior to such 
date as shall be fixed by the President or the Congress, and for other purposes.” 

The general purpose of the bill, which would be cited as the Veterans’ Read- 
justment Assistance Act of 1952, is to provide various readjustment benefits for 
those serving in the Armed Forces on or after June 27, 1950, and prior to a date 
to be determined by the President or the Congress, including education and train- 
ing assistance, home, farm and business-loan benefits, old-age and survivors’ 
insurance credits, mustering-out payments, and job-placement assistance. 

There are enclosed under separate headings detailed statements concerning 
titles II and III of the proposed legislation, relating respectively to educational 
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and vocational assistance and to loans. In view of the fact that the other titles 
of the bill would not be administered by the Veterans’ Administration, no com- 
ments are submitted with respect to those provisions. Cost information relative 
to titles II and III is contained at the end of the enclosed statements respecting 
those titles. 

Advice was received from the Bureau of the Budget that there would be no 
objection to the presentation of the report of the Veterans’ Administration on 
H. R. 7656, Eighty-second Congress, as reported by the Committee on Veterans’ 
Affairs, House of Representatives, which report was substantially similar to that 
submitted herewith on a virtually identical bill. 

Sincerely yours, 
Car. R. Gray, Jr., Administrator. 


REPORT OF THE VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 
TITLE II—EDUCATIONAL AND VOCATIONAL ASSISTANCE 


The declared purpose of this title of the bill is to extend eduneation and train- 
ing assistance to provide vocational realjustment and to restore lost educational 
opportunities to those whose educational, professional, or vocational ambitions 
are interrupted or impeded by active service in the Armed Forces during the 
specified emergency period (June 27, 1950, until a date to be hereafter fixed by 
the President or the Congress), which is referred to in the legislation as the 
basic service period. It is further stated in the policy declaration of the bill 
that this educational program is intended to ail such persons in attaining the 
educational and training status which they might normally have aspired to and 
attained had they not been serving their country. 

While the education and training benefits would be similar in many respects 
to those provided for World War II veterans by title II of the Servicemen’s 
Readjustment Act of 1944, as amended, the bill would introduce a basically new 
concept for the administration of these benefits. Its principal feature would 
consist of the payment directly to the veteran, in prescribed amounts according 
to dependency status and type of training, of a so-called education and training 
allowance, which he would use to apply toward tuition, fees, and supplies, as 
well as subsistence. This differs materially from the procedure under the Serv- 
icemen’s Readjustment Act, which entailed direct payments of tuition and fees 
by the Government to institutions, with payments of separate subsistence allow- 
ances to veterans. The new plan is obviously intended to simplify administra- 
tive processes and avoid the complexities and difficulties experienced in admin- 
istering the World War II program in connection with the transactions incident 
to the determination and payment by the Veterans’ Administration to the many 
diverse types of institutions of amounts representing tuition and fees. 

This bill would also provide a number of safeguards, not contained in the Serv- 
icemen’s Readjustment Act, which are designed to avoid many of the problems 
and abuses which occurred under the World War II program. It also retains 
certain of the limitations found in the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act and mate- 
rially strengthens others. In the following discussion some of the more impor- 
tant of these safeguarding provisions will be mentioned, with such comments as 
are deemed appropriate. 

It may be noted that the service requirements are substantially the same as 
those contained in the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act, except that the basic 
service period is that heretofore indicated. The section on definitions contains 
a definition of the terms “program of elucation or training” and “course.” This 
is important in avoiding misunderstandings concerning the meaning of these 
important terms, particularly in view of the fact that the veteran’s entitlement 
is geared to a “program” of education or training, which in a given case might 
consist of more than one course. In general, a “program” of education or train- 
ing would consist of a course or combination of courses generally accepted as 
necessary to fu'fill the requirements for attaining a predetermined and identified 
edveational, professional, or vocational objective. 

In nassing, it is noted that the term “dependent” is defined to include the 
hushand of an eligible female veteran, if he is in fact dependent upon her. This 
would be an exception to currently applicable laws administered by the Veterans’ 
Administration, which do not provide additional benefit son account of a depend- 
ent husband. 

A significant new feature of the bill is presented in the definition of the term 
“eligible veteran” as meaning a person who is “not in the active service,” thus 
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precluding the pursuit of education and training under the program where 4 
veteran, though meeting the discharge requirements, has not remained in a 
civilian status but has either continued on in service or has, after a lapse of 
time, reentered the service. This would seem to be in accordance with the basic 
readjustment principle that the assistance to be provided is intended to facilitate 
the resumption of a civilian status. 

The bill would follow the pattern of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act in 
prescribing limited periods in which a program of education and training must 
be initiated and completed. Under this proposal, the initiation period would be 
limited to September 1, 1954, or 2 years after the date of separation from active 
service, whichever is later, and the final date for completion would be 7 years 
after separation from service or after the end of the basic service period, which- 
ever is earlier. It is noteworthy that the bill contains a provision somewhat 
similar to the requirement established pursuant to the Servicemen’s Readjust- 
ment Act that a program of education or training must be pursued continuously 
on and after the applicable delimiting date for initiating the same. However, 
this requirement of the bill would be subject to very liberal exceptions in that 
the veteran would have the right to suspend the pursuit of his program for periods 
of not more than 12 consecutive months and such suspensions could extend for 
longer periods if the Administrator finds the longer suspension in each case to 
have been due to conditions beyond the veteran’s control. This exception to the 
continuous training requirement is considerably broader than the “excusable 
interruption” concept under the existing program. Although the provision for 
suspension is manifestly designed to take care of hardship, or other worthy cases 
of justifiable interruptions of training, it could easily lend itself to abuse in any 
case where a particular veteran desired to avoid the necessity for continuous 
training after the initiation date by the simple device of maintaining a training 
status at intervals of less than 12 consecutive months. 

The length of the eligible veteran's training entitlement would be measured by 
a period equal to 1% times the duration of his active service. This would avoid 
the situation existing under the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act by which a 
veteran meeting the 90-day minimal service requirement (or disability discharge) 
was entitled automatically to 1 year of training plus such additional period as 
equaled the length of his active military service. Thus, under that system, a 
veteran with relatively short service, as for example 90 days, whose education 
had not been materially impeded or interrupted, would be entitled to 15 months 
of education or training. The formula in the present bill is more nearly geared 
to the readjustment theory in that a man with a brief period of service would be 
entitled to a commensurate period of training, but not more, while the more 
necessitons long-term service cases would be entitled to relatively longer training 
consistent with the greater disruption of their educational needs and plans. In 
this connection the bill contains a basic maximum limit of 36 months’ education 
or training entitlement, which would be the equivalent of four academic years, 
in the case of a veteran taking a college course. 

It may be observed that the bill specifically provides, in line with the Service- 
men’s Readjustment Act, that where the period of entitlement ends during a 
quarter or a semester after a major part thereof has expired, such period shall 
be extended to the termination of such unexpired quarter or semester. 

The bill limits the pursuit of a program of education and training to educa- 
tional institutions or training establishments located in the several States, the 
Territories and possessions of the United States, the District of Columbia, and 
the Republic of the Philippines ; and, in addition, contains certain important gen- 
eral administrative requirements conditioning the selection of a program by the 
veteran and changes of program. At the outset an eligible veteran would be 
required to submit application to the Administrator. The Administrator's 
approval of the application would be withheld if it appeared that the selected 
program failed to meet any of the requirements of the bill or that the veteran 
was already qualified by reason of previous education and training for the objec- 
tive for which the courses of the selected program were offered. One of the 
applicable limitations would be the prohibition against approval of enrollment 
in certain specified avoecational and recreational courses, subject to the right 
of the veteran to take come of these courses upon submitting justification indi- 
cating bona fide nse thereof in the pursuit of present or contemplated business 
or occupation. This bar on avoecational training is quite similar to that con 
tained in the present law. 

The provisions on “change of program” indicate a general intention that a 
veteran should select his program with great care and should not be permitted 
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to shift from program to program or from course to course in the manner which 
presented so many abuses and problems in the early years of the Servicemen’s 
Readjustment Act. However, with the apparent purpose of granting a second 
chance where the veteran’s original selection was faulty, this proposal would 
permit the veteran to make one change of program prior to his “initiation” de- 
limiting date and if he has made no such change during that period he could 
make one change thereafter subject to approval by the Administrator in accord- 
ance with criteria set forth in the bill. Under this provision it would be possible 
for a veteran to complete a program of study prior to his final initiation date 
and to enroll in an additional program of study for an entirely different objective 
within the limits of his total period of eligibility. For example, a veteran 
could complete an 18-month course in cooking and baking and then enroll for 
an additional 18-month course in shoe repairing, provided the enrollment in the 
second course oecurred within the 2-year period following his discharze. 

Like the present law, the bill would authorize the Administrator to discontinue 
the payment of an allowance to the veteran if he finds that according to the 
regularly prescribed standards and practices of the institution or establish- 
ment, the conduct or progress of the veteran is unsatisfactory. 

One of the most constructive safeguards against unsound training in institu- 
tions interested only in exploiting the program for commercial] gain is the provi- 
sion that the Administrator shall not approve the enrollment of any eligible vet- 
eran, not already enrolled, in any nonaccredited course below the college level 
offered by a proprietary profit or proprietary nonprofit educational institution 
for any period during which the Administrator finds that more than three-fourths 
of the students enrolled in the course are having all or any part of their tuition, 
fees, or other charges paid to or for them by the institution or the Veterans’ 
Administration. Stated another way, this means that institutional courses of 
the specified character in proprietary institutions could not qualify for new enroll- 
ments under this proposal unless at least one-fourth of those enrolled in the 
course are meeting the tuition and other institutional charges out of their own 
pockets or through assistance provided from sources other than the Veterans’ 
Administration or the institution. The term “nonaccredited courses” is not 
specifically defined in this section of the bill but apparently contemplates, in 
general, the class of courses approvable in accordance with the detailed stand- 
ards provided by section 254 of the bill, except that it would not apply to other 
than proprietary institutions. 

Another related requirement of the bill is that which prohibits the Adminis- 
trator from approving the enrollment of a veteran in a course in an educational 
institution when the course has been in operation for less than 2 years, subject 
to certain exceptions. This provision, with the exceptions, is similar though not 
identical to that contained in the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act as added by 
Public Law 266 and Public Law 610, Fighty-first Congress, the chief difference 
being that‘the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act prescribes a 1-year period of opera- 
tion as the applicable condition. This provision, coupled with the preceding one 
relating to the prescription of a not less than one-fourth enrollment of nonvet- 
erans should go far toward achieving the desirable result that only such proprie- 
tary institutions offering training which meets the rigid test of competition will 
be qualified under the proposed program. 

Many of the problems experienced in administering the “leave” provisions of 
the World War II program wili be avoided under the provisions of the bill re- 
specting the periods for which training allowance will be paid. While such 
allowance would in no event be paid beyond the veteran’s approved enrollment, 
the bill takes into account the differing practices in established institutions. 
Thus, in the cases of institutions of higher learning in which regular daily attend- 
ance at classes is often not an essential factor in the educational process, the 
bill would permit payment of allowance without requiring change in the estab- 
lished attendance policy. However, in cases of on-job training and of courses of 
the “nonaccredited” type (other than institutional on-farm training), no pay- 
ment of allowance could be made for absences in excess of 30 days in a 12-month 
period, not counting as absences week ends and holidays during which the institu- 
tion or establishment is not regularly in session or operation. 

Payment of education and training allowance would be made in arrears, 
usually for monthly periods, upen the basis of appropriate certifications from the 
institution or establishment and the veteran. 

The schedule of monthly rates of education and training allowances prescribed 
by the bill is based generally on two categories of rates in accordance with the 
veteran’s dependency status. Thus, one rate would be provided for a veteran 
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who has no dependent, and a higher rate for a veteran with one or more de 
pendents. Under the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act, a triple rate schedule 
applies to institutional training; but that act, like the instant bill, prescribes 
only two rates for On-job training. The amounts would vary with the type of 
training, and in institutional cases, would be computed on a descending ratio 
from full-time to three-fourths time to half-time courses. In institutional cases 
these allowances would be in the nature of “package” payments designed to meet 
in part the expenses of “subsistence, tuition, fees, supplies, books, and equip 
ment.” In terms of actual amounts received by the average trainee, these rates 
appear to approximate the amounts provided by the Servicemen’s Readjustment 
Act for subsistence allowances, augmented by approximately $31 per month for 
tuition and $4 a month for books and supplies. 

A special provision is made for less than half-time institutional training, as 
to which the allowance would be geared to the established charges of the institu- 
tion for tuition and fees, not exceeding a rate of $110 per month as for a full-time 
course. No amount Svould be provided for subsistence in these less than half- 
time cases. This is designed apparently to prevent the utilization of quarter-time 
courses on the side by veterans, who are fully employed, as a source of supple 
mental income. 

Another special provision is made with reference to flight training, presum 
ably in recognition of the fact that this type of training is quite expensive and 
that the allowances normally provided would net enable veterans to pursue such 
training. Where the veteran’s program consists of both flight training and other 
education or training the bill would authorize the payment of an allowance for 
the flight training in addition to any allowance payable for such other education 
or training. If flight training is pursued exclusively by the veteran as his 
program he would be paid the special allowance for flight training but could 
not be paid an allowance under any other porvision of the bill. The rate 
provided would be 75 percent of the established charge which nonveterans 
enrolled in the same course are required to pay for tuition for the flight training. 
However, the veteran’s period of entitlemen would be charged (in addition 
to any charge against his entitlement by reason of any other course) with 
1 day for each $1.25 which is paid to him as an allowance for a flight training 
course. In this way his eligibility could be completely exhausted by the pursuit 
and completion of a relatively short period of expensive flight training, if 
he elected to take that type of course and it was approved as being geared 
to a vocational objecticve. It is werthy of comment that this exceptional pro- 
vision for flight training courses might give rise to demands that similar 
provision be made for expensive short-time trade, professional, or vocational 
courses in other fields. Notwithstanding the requirement that flight training 
pursued in addition to other education or training must be a part of the 
veteran’s approved program it may be expected that the unique provision for 
dual allowances in such a case will create pressure to treat flight training as 
a related part of the veteran’s pregram when, in fact, the line of relationship 
to the program objective may be tenuous. 

In connection with the apprentice and other en-job training the bill prescribes 
a new procedure for controlling the monthly training allowance so that as 
the veteran's training wage periodically increases the training allowance will 
be reduced and thus the veteran trainee will not be permitted to receive in the 
later stages of his training program an amount of training allowance which, 
when added to his increased training wage. might materially exceed the aggre- 
gate amount received in the first stages of the program or which might exceed 
the wage which he would be qualified to receive as a journeyman upon the 
completion of his program. This would be accomplished by the provision that 
at the end of each 4 months of the training program the training allowance will 
be reduced by an amount which bears the same ratio to the original allowance 
as 4 months bears to the total duration of the apprentice or other training on 
the job. While this is an arbitrary formula, it would avoid the administrative 
difficulties which would arise from an effort, in individual cases, to relate the 
periodic reduction precisely to the interim wage increases. 

In addition, the bill would provide so-called monthly ceilings on the combined 
rate of training allowance plus compensation to be paid for productive labor 
under the program. This would be superimposed upon the 4 months’ reduction 
rule for the apparent purpose of eliminating possible situations in which the 
alleged “training” carries a so-called training wage which is so substantial that 
the Government should not recognize any obligation to pay a training or sub- 
sistence allowance on top of such training wage. This was the basic purpose of 
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Public Law 679, Seventy-ninth Congress, which established similar ceilings for 
application under the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act. However, the ceilings 
provided by this bill are somewhat more liberal in amounts, and are limited to 
apprentice and on-job training exclusively and to the compensation scheduled 
to be paid under the training program. These ceilings are without reference to 
income from productive labor from sources having no relation to the training 
program or to other outside income. The present law applies the monetary 
ceilings to all types of education and training and to all income from productive 
labor, except overtime. It is evidently the theory of the bill that the imposition 
of ceilings would not be practicable or realistic in cases of institutional training, 
particularly since only the amount of tuition and fees would be payable where 
the student is pursuing less than a one-half-time course. Thus, the ceilings 
prescribed in this bill are aimed specifically at the abuses in the on-job training 
area at which the World War II ceilings were primarily directed, but they would 
avoid the application of any general “means” test to all types of education and 
training. The ceilings would reach a specific problem without the discriminations 
involved in a general income limitation, 

It may be noted in passing that while the monetary ceilings on combined train- 
ing allowance and wage would not be applicable under the bill to institutional 
on-farm training, the mentioned 4-month reduction procedure would apply to 
the allowances receivable in connection with such training, but only to the extent 
that such allowances represent a subsistence factor. 

The bill would define certain full-time courses, leaving others to administrative 
definition. Those defined include trade and technical institutional courses, which 
are similar to those prescribed by the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act. Further, 
it establishes the requirement of a minimum of 14 semester hours for under- 
graduate institutional courses leading toward a standard college degree which 
would be somewhat more stringent than the normally applicable requirement of 
12 semester hours established by regulation pursuant to the Servicemen’s Read- 
justment Act. 

Section 234 of the bill is apparently designed to provide an administrative 
control against overcharges to veterans by institutions. It provides that if the 
Administrator finds that an institution has charged or received from a veteran 
an amount in excess of the established charges for nonveterans in the same 
course, he shall disapprove the institution for the enrollment of any veteran, 
not already enrolled. However, this section makes an exception in the cases 
of tax-supported public educational institutions having no established charges 
for nonveteran resident students by purporting to authorize such institution 
to charge and receive for each eligible resident veteran an amount equal to the 
estimated cost of teaching personnel and supplies for instruction attributable to 
such veteran, but not to exceed the rate of $31 per month for a full-time course. 
It is not possible to indicate all of the practical effects of this exception, in the 
case of tax-supported public educational institutions, to the general prohibition 
against approval of institutions making charges to veterans in excess of those 
to nonveterans. Obviously, the Federal Government cannot undertake to extend 
the authority of the public institution to discriminate in its charges botween 
various classes of residents unless the State law itself permits such action. 
Hence, the matter rests, in the last analysis, upon the applicable laws in the 
particular State. 

From an administrative standpoint, it should be noted that this exception may 
impose difficult policing responsibilities upon the Veterans’ Adminstration in 
attempting to determine just what is the “estimated” cost of teaching personnel 
and supplies for instruction attributable to the veteran, thus giving rise to prob- 
lems similar to those encountered under the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act in 
determining acjusted rates of tuition in accordance with a like formula. The 
bill also presents a contradiction between this provision and the provision else- 
where (sec. 232 (f)) for payment of an allowance for a program pursued on a 
less-than-one-half-time basis at a rate representing the established charges for 
nonveterans or $110 per month for a full-time course, whichever is the lesser. 

In connection with this and other provisions of the bill, it is observed that some 
difficulties may arise by reason of the lack of any statutory definition of the term 
“established charges.” For example, as to section 234, the question may well arise 
as to whether certain public institutions which have given adult courses in 
academic or vocational training, including institutional on-farm training, under 
the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act, which have been established solely for and 
attended exclusively by veterans, can be regarded as having an “established 
eharge” for nonveteran students under this program when in fact few, if any, 
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nonveteran students will participate in the training. Doubtless, in such circum- 
stances the school would contend that it has an “established” charge which is 
applicable generally, without distinction between veterans and nonveterans, and 
that the fact that the course is attended only by veterans under the program is 
merely incidental and cannot be controlling. Assuming the validity of such a 
contention, the result would be that section 234 would have no practical applica- 
tion to insure a real equalization of charges as between veterans and nonveterans 
on a competitive basis. It may be desirable to clarify the precise purpose of the 
bill with regard to the meaning of “established charges” in these and other 
situations on which that term is applicable. 

The system of approving courses is basically similar to that provided by the 
Servicemen’s Readjustment Act, in that it would look to the State eee 
agencies primarily to discharge this important function. However, the bill con 
tains a number of detailed minimum standards in connection with all types of 
courses—institutional, institutional on-farm, and apprentice or other on-job train- 
ing whi h the State approving agency would perforce apply in testing the quali- 
fications of courses to provide suitable education or training to eligible veterans. 
In the field of purely institutional training these detailed standards would be 
somewhat more extensive than those which were established for profit schoo!s 
under the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act by Public Law. 610, Eighty-first Con- 
gress. It is of especial interest that approval on the busis of detailed statutory 
standards would not be required in the case of certain well eee 
established courses. The bill contains a separate provision to the eft an 
approving agency may approve institutional courses which have Shan | accredited 
by a nati mi +p recognized accrediting agency or association, or when credit for 
he course is approved by the State department of education for credit toward a 
high aa diploma, or when such courses are accepted by th Stat | irtment 
of education for credit toward a teacher's rtilicate 
an exception would aiso apply to courses Co! l 
George-Barden Acts. 

While, as indicated, the function of approving institutions an stablishments 
as qualified to furnish training under the bill and to supervise them from time 
to time to assure that they continue to fulfill the applicable requirements, would 
be reposed in the ee - al proving agencies, the bill does establish in the Admin- 
istrator of Veter: Affuirs the authority to discontinue the payment of an educa- 
tion and training allowance to any eligible veteran where he, the Administrator, 
finds that the course of education or training in which the veteran is enrolled, 
fails to meet any of the requirements of this title of the bill, or if he finds that the 
institution or establishment has violated any provision of this title or fails to meet 
any of its oo lirements. This would lodge a heavy administrative responsibility 
in the Adu trator but should prove to be an etfective measure for securing the 


oe Tae ition of and compliance with the statutory standards, and thus pro- 
idin an additional safeguard for both vetet and the Government 
‘inciple is not new but it is more clearly and comprehensively set forth 
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‘ds applicable to that type ining were not met (Public Law 679, 79th 


, and a related provision with ri irm training was 
Lin Public Law 377, Eightieth Congress. is that this kind 
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limitation in addition to the action by State approving : ncies should exist 


in the area of institutional training us well as i ‘ f on-job and institutional 
on-farm training. The generally applicable isi under discussion is there 
fore considered to be one of the most valuable : tal safeguards in the bill 

It is necessary to examine rather closely the practi ical complications that may 
result from a distinctly new provision relating to the discharge of the duties of 
approving both institutions and training establishments. As mentioned, these 
duties would reside primarily in the States. However, the bill takes cognizance 
of the fact that there may be instance in which the State would fail or decline 


to accept these functions, either completely or with respect to some particular 


category of education or training. Furthermore, the bill recognizes that certain 
activities of the Federal Government provide training opportunities to veterans 
and nonveterans and provides that the approval of these activities will not be 
vested in State governments. 

Under the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act, the Administrator was authorized 
to approve additional institutions and establishment ver and above those 


approved by the approving agencies of the several State The Administrat 


or 
\ 
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found no occasion in administering the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act to exer- 
cise this authority in respect to educational institutions located in the States or 
Territories. lt was necessary, however, for him to assume responsibility in 
regard to institutions located in foreign countries. He also exercised his approval 
authority in respect to some apprenticeship and job-training establishments 
within the United States, particularly large industrial organizations whose 
operations extended over practically the entire United States and Federal 
agencies affording appprenticeship and job-training courses. The proposed bill 
provides specifically that the Commissioner of Education would be responsible 
for these approval responsibilities instead of the Administrator. It is at once 
apparent that the areas of approval activity are almost entirely outside the 
scope of the usual responsibilities of the United States Office of Education. The 
Administrator in discharging his responsibilities has heretofore seen fit to utilize 
the Department of State, the Federal Bureau of Apprenticeship, the United States 
Civil Service Commission, and other agencies in an advisory capacity as the need 
arose. In view of the foregoing considerations, there appears to be a greater 
advantage in preserving the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act system by which the 
Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs would discharge the approval function in 
these several areas than to embark upon an entirely new method which does not 
offer assurance of greater efficiency and which in many respects would be 
deiinitely impracticable, 

There is also the practical consideration that the Veterans’ Administration is 
equipped with an experienced field staff which has been carrying out this func- 
tion under the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act and could immediately proceed 
to do so were it necessary under the new program. The Office of Education 
would apparently need to set up a staff for this purpose which would lack the 
background of experience above referred to. The duplication of staff furthermore 
would undoubtedly lead to additional expenditures. The unrealistic aspects of 
the procedure required by the bill are exemplified by the situation which would 
exist as to the approval of institutions in the Republic of the Philippines, the 
only foreign country in which training can be given. Although the Veterans’ 
Administration has a regional office in Manila and there is now in operation an 
effective system of approving institutions in cooperation with the Commissioner 
of Education of the Republic, the bill would apparentiy require action in that 
area by the United States Commissioner of Education. Everything considered, 
this provision for approval of institutions and establishments by the Commis- 
sioner of Education would represent in practice an undesirable division of 
responsibility. 

A general provision of the bill would also direct the Administrator to utilize 
the services of the Office of Education in developing cooperative agreements be- 
tween the Administrator and State and local agencies relating to the approval! 
of courses, in reviewing the plan of operations of State approving agencies under 
such arrangements, and in rendering technical assistance to State and local 
agencies in developing and improving policies, standards, and legislation, in con 
nection with their duties under this bill. It is emphasized that State approving 
agencies are charged with the responsibility for inspecting and supervising the 
activities of privately operated schools, business, and industrial establishments 
furnishing apprenticeship or other training on the job, as well as the publicly 
supported schools and institutions of higher learning. It is obvious that a large 
part of the activity of a State agency concerns areas of education and training 
far removed from the principal responsibilities of the United States Office of 
Education. It would not appear necessary or desirable for the law to impose 
#2 new area of responsibility on the United States Office of Education which would 
require that Office to employ a new staff to enable the agency to adequately 
assume the responsibility. If, on the other hand, the Commissioner of Eduea- 
tion proposed to elicit advisory help from the Department of Labor and other 
Federal agencies, there results the introduction of an intermediate level between 
the administering agency and the advisory agencies that would prove disadvan 
tageous. In view of the fact that the law specifically prohibits any Federal 
agency from exercising any control or supervision over the policies to be 
followed by the various State agencies, it is apparent that the most the United 
States Office of Education could undertake would be persuasive in nature and 
limited as to scope. It is, therefore, believed that the provision requiring utiliza 
tion of the services of the Office of Education is unsound and that as in the 
case of other Federal agencies the use of its facilities and services should be 
left to the discretion of the Administrator. 
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The bill specifically provides that funds necessary to enable the Office of 
Education to carry out its various functions under this title are authorized 
to be appropriated directly to that Office. This would appear to be a manifestly 
proper procedure if the Office of Education is to engage in the substantial 
activities apparently contemplated by the bill in its present form. The re- 
sponsibility for obtaining and accounting for funds used in such activities prop 
erly should belong to the ageney incurring the expenditures. 

The bill provides for the formation of an advisory committee composed of per- 
sons eminent in the field of education and representative of the various types of 
institutions and establishments in which veterans would be enrolled. The Com- 
missioner of Education would be an ex officio member of this advisory committee, 
and the function of the committee would be to advise and consult with ft! 
Administrator from time to time with respect to the administration of thi 
cram. In addition, it would be authorized to make such reports and recommenda- 
tions as it deems desirable to both the Administrator and to the Congress. A 
similar committee has been functioning for a number of years in connection with 
the World War IL program and has been of material assistance to the Ad- 
ministrator. 

The bill follows the pattern of the amendments to the icemen’s Read- 
justment Act by Public Law 610, Eighty-first Congress, at it authorizes 
the Administrator to make contracts or agreements with St: or local agencies 
to pay them for reasonable and necessary expenses for sali i 
rendering necessary services in ascertaining the qualificatior 
establishments; in supervising such institutions and esta en 
furnishing any other services requested by the Administrator in conne 
this program To avoid misunderstandings ;: to the precise nature 
agreements, the bill contains the explicit provision that the contract or 
ment for payment for these services shall be conditioned upon compliance 
the standards and provisions of the bill 


Section 264 of the bill contains provisions ch would preclude the 
of an emplovee of the Veterans’ Administration, the Office of Educati 
State-approving azency who has had a pecuniary interest in an 
stitution operated for profit in which an eligible veteran was pursuing 
under this program. This section would require immediate dismissa 


such an officer or employee nnon determination that he has possessed 
interest, whether or not he has disposed of his interest in the school 
the action of dismissal. hese provisions are designed to avert in the new pre 
gram certain abuses which became apparent in the operations of the pregram, 
title II, under the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act and they have the highly de- 
sirable objective of preventing actions adverse to the Government or to vet 
where employees have placed themselves in a position in which their 
interests are in conflict with their official obligations. 

This section of the bill is basically similar to sectior 
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second Congress, which, like the instant bill, was introdue 

behalf of himself and Mr. McFarland. However, in recogniti 

the conflicting-interests section might operate inequitably in many instances 

tion 708 of S. 3135 contained a further provision, in subsection (d) thereof 

the Administrator may waive the application of this section in any ¢: 

he finds that no detriment would result to the United States or to eligible veterans 
by reason of the relationship between the particular employee and the educa 
tional institution. This authority to recognize exceptions was apparently pro- 
vided in S. 3135 because of the wholly unrealistic and impracticable result which 
would flow from an absolute requirement that in every case, however remote, 
the employment might be from any official relationship with the school, the 
employee must forthwith be discharged. 

Section 264 of S. 3199 would entirely omit the provision for administrative 
exceptions, leaving unqualified the requirement that all officers and employees 
who have sustained such relationships with institutions be promptly dismissed, 
and presumably there would be no authority to reemploy them during the con 
tinuance of the program. While this course of procedure would he indicated 
for the protection of the integrity of the program in all those cases where conflict 
of interests exists, there would be a considerable number of situations in which 
it would constitute an injustice to the employee as well as administrative detri- 
ment to the Government For example, an attendant, or nurse, or a doctor in a 
Veterans’ Administration hospital, whose duties involved no relationship what- 
ever with the administration of the educational program, but who happened to 
have acquired a minor interest in an institution participating in the program, 
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would have to be dismissed immediately upon discovery of the fact and notwith- 
standing the circumstance that he or she may have previously disposed of any 
interest. Normally, in such situations, there would be no reasonable probability 
of prejudice to the Government or to eligible veterans and yet the Veterans’ 
Administration would be put to the sacrifice of losing a valuable employee who 
could not easily be replaced. Many other examples of this general character 
might be cited to show that the provisions concerning conflicting interest are 
so rigid in the bill as to be impracticable and highly discriminatory against 
innocent employees of the Government or of State agencies. It is believed that 
while section 264 of S. 3199 as a whole is geared to a constructive purpose, it lacks 
the obviously essential safeguard which the inclusion of a provision such as that 
of subsection 703 (d) of S. 3135 would supply. 

The bill also contains a provision similar to that found in recent amendments 
to the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act for recovery from institutions or estab- 
lishments of overpayments of education and training allowances to veterans 
where the Administrator finds that such overpayments resulted from willful or 
negligent failure of the institution or establishment to report excessive absences 
or discontinuances or interruptions of courses, or resulted from false certification 
by the institution or establishment. A related provision in the bill is that au- 
thorizing waiver by the Administrator of overpayments of allowances to veterans 
who are determined to have been without fault and where such recovery would 
defeat the purpose of benefits otherwise authorized or would be against equity 
and good conscience. This is a standard provision applicable to most other laws 
administered by the Veterans’ Administration. This title would also provide 
that the records and accounts of institutions pertaining to eligible veterans shall 
be available for examination by representatives of the Government. 

The -bill would preclude payment to any person found to have willfully sub- 
mitted false or misleading claims and would require the Administrator to make 
a complete report of the facts to the appropriate State approving agency where 
he finds that an institution or establishment has willfully submitted a false or 
misleading claim or where a veteran, with the complicity of an institution or 
establishment, has submitted such a claim. There is a special provision pre- 
scribing criminal penalties and forfeitures in cases of persons, inclusive of 
veterans, making or presenting willfully false, fictitious, or fraudulent state- 
ments concerning a claim or committing certain other described acts. 

It is noted that the provision for forfeiture of rights, claims, and benefits 
by a person violating the penal section relates to forfeiture of benefits under this 
educational and training title and under Public Law 2, Seventy-third Congress, 
as amended, but does not extend to other benefits administered by the Veterans’ 
Administration. In this respect it is more limited than the existing law which, 
venerally speaking, applies the forfeiture provision to benefits under the various 
Veterans’ Administration programs. This uniform effect could be better accom- 
plished by eliminating the forfeiture provision from the detailed section of the 
bill providing criminal penalties and by including in the general section which 
makes the provisions of Public Law 262, Seventy-fourth Congress, and of titles I! 
and III, Public Law 844, Seventy-fourth Congress, applicable the provision that 
section 15 of Public Law 2, Seventy-third Congress, as amended, shall also be for 
application under this title. This statutory reference provides the basic author 
ity for administrative forfeiture of benefits under many veterans’ laws where 
certain wrongful acts occur. 

While the bill (see. 261 (a)) contains the usual provision authorizing the 
Administrator to promulgate rules and regulations consistent with this title 
and necessary to carry out its purposes, the same section contains the added 
provision that, notwithstanding section 11 of the act of October 17, 1940, pay- 
ments under this program would be subject to audit and review by the General 
Accounting Office. This is a radical departure from the established statutory 
principle that decisions of the Administrator relative to payment of benefits shall 
be final and not subject to review or question by other officials of the Govern 
ment or by the courts. The assistance provided under this proposal would 
consist of gratuity payments to eligible veterans and would not involve trans 
actions and contracts with institutions or establishments respecting payments 
of tuition and other charges. Such charges would be paid by the veteran direct 
to the institution, without the intervention of the Government. The Veterans’ 
Administration must strongly urge against the enactment of this provision of the 
bill which would run directly counter to the established policy, would breed 
delays, conflicts of interpretation, and inefficiency, and would represent a system 
of split responsibility which by its very nature would militate against the 
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successful execution of this beneficial legislation. The Administrator’s reasons 
for opposing this exception to the principle of finality of decision were set forth 
at greater length in his letter of April 24, 1952, to the chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs of the House of Representatives, a copy ef which is 
enclosed. 

It may be noted that the bill contains no authorization with respect to the 
payment of any accrued education and training allowances in any case in which 
the veteran might die prior to his receipt of payment for such allowance. If 
the committee should wish to provide that payments in such cases be made 
to the surviving beneficiaries in the order prescribed for other benefits admin- 
istered by the Veterans’ Administration, this might be accomplished by amending 
section 270 of the bill to insert after the word “amended,” in line 8, page 48, the 
words “and of section 12, Public Law 144, Seventy-eighth Congress, approved 
July 13, 1945 (57 Stat. 557), as amended,”. Likewise, it may be noted in passing 
that the bill contains no authority to apportion the benefits of the education 
and training provisions. 

As a safeguard against the possibility that this legislation might be enacted 
so late in the present session that the Congress would be unable to provide 
appropriations for the education and training program until after it reconvenes, 
the committee may wish to consider authorizing the use of current appropria- 
tions to meet the requirements of this program until additional funds could 
be provided. This might conveniently be done by adding a new section, and the 
heading indicated, at the end of title II of the bill, as follows: 


“APPROPRIATIONS 


“Sec. 274. The appropriations for the Veterans’ Administration, ‘Admin- 
istration, medical, hospital, and domiciliary services’ and ‘Readjustment 
benefits’ are hereby made available for expenditures necessary to carry 
out the provisions of this title, and there is hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated such additional amounts as may be necessary to accomplish the 
purposes of this title.” 


Reference is made to the language of section 214 (a) (3) of the bill, which 
reads as follows: 


“(3) the period of education or training to which an eligible veteran 
shall be entitled under this title together with education or training received 
under part VII (Public Law 16, 78th Cong., as amended, and Public Law 
S94, Sist Cong., as amended), or part VIII of Veterans Regulation Num- 
bered 1 (a), as amended, shall not, except as provided in subsection (b), 
exceed forty-eight months in the aggregate.” 


It has been suggested that the foregoing language may be susceptible of an 
interpretation which would place an over-all limitation on the extent of training 
under part VII, Veterans Regulation No. 1 (a), as extended by Public Law 894, 
Eighty-first Congress, as amended. This matter has been discussed with the 
Solicitor of the Veterans’ Administration, who advises that, in his opinion, the 
proper interpretation of the language would be to place such over-all limitation 
on the benefit provided by this bill, if enacted, in addition to training which 
had been had previously under such other acts, but that it would not limit the 
amount of training necessary to rehabilitate a disabled veteran pursuant to 
the provisions of the Rehabilitation Act, as amended, even though he may have 
had some training under S. 3199. It is believed, however, that the Administrator 
would be authorized to regulate against duplicate benetits from and after such 
me as the veteran's entitlement to vocational rehabilitation is determined. 
If there be any question about these matters in the minds of the committee 
larifying language would appear to be in order. 

Section 2283 (a) purports to authorize an eligible veteran t nake one 


chan 
program prior to the end of the period in which he must initiate a progr 
education or training. While not specified, it is assumed ] | 
s not intended to be available where the veteran's original program had been 
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interrupted or discontinued for reasons based upon his own misconduct, neglect, 
or lack of application. However, it is suggested that this matter be clarified 
by changing the period at the end of subsection 22: ‘ in ne 6 of page 10 of 
the bill to a comma and adding the following: “unle hi ‘am had been 
nterrupted or discontinued due to his own misconduct, his own neglect or his 
own lack of application.” In order to indicate more clearly t 

of section 227, it is sugs 


gested that the phrase, “immediat | 
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ment of such veteran,” be added following the word “years” and before the 
period in line 2 on page 13. 

The following printer’s errors should be corrected: On page 17, line 16, 
delete “allowence” and insert “allowance”; on page 14, line 1, delete “therefore” 
and insert “therefor”; on page 35, line 19, delete “or” and insert “of.” As an 
additional formal matter the word “and” in line 19, on page 9, should be deleted 
and the word “or” should be inserted in lieu thereof. 

Because of the many uncertain factors involved, notably the continuing size 
of the Armed Forces, the rate of discharge, and the length of the basic service 
period, it is difficult to undertake a precise estimate of the cost of this title, 
if enacted. However, based upon the assumption that approximately 800,000 
persons will be discharged from the military service each year commencing as of 
July 1, 1951, and that approximately 22 percent of those discharged prior to 
July 1, 1951, and 55 percent of those discharged thereafter, will enter training, 
it is estimated that the benefit cost of this title of S. 3199, Eighty-second Con- 
zress, for fiscal year 1953 would approximate $317,790,000, that the benefit cost 
for fiscal year 1954 would approximate $727,386,000, and that the third and sub- 
sequent yearly benefit cost in the leveling-off period would approximate $815,- 
760,000. In addition, the estimated cost for salaries and expenses for admin- 
istration under the new program would be $7,000,000 for the first fiscal year, 
$16,000,000 for the second fiscal year, and $18,000,000 for each fiscal year there- 
after. The unit cost per month per trainee for direct benefits only is estimated as 
$107 during the first fiscal year, and $103 during the second subsequent fiscal year. 


TITLE Il1I—LOANS 


The general purpose of this title is to extend the loan guaranty provisions 
of title IIL of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, as amended, to per- 
sons in the active service on and after June 27, 1950, and prior to a termination 
date to be determined by the President or the Congress. In addition, this title 
of the bill would make certain amendments to the existing provisions of title III 
of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act, which, it is believed, would strengthen 
that program from the standpoint of both the Government and the veteran as well 
as confirm some procedures which have already been established pursuant to 
general authority contained in the present law. The extension of this loan 
assistance program to the new group of veterans would be accomplished by a 
single amendment to the present law so that, except for the fact that the eligible 
period of service would be the mentioned period beginning June 27, 1950, mem- 
bers of the new group would be subject to the same service requirements as are 
applicable to World War II veterans and would be entitled to the same loan 
benefits, consisting of guaranty or insurance of home, farnr and business loans, 
as well as direct home loans under certain circumstances pursuant to the exist- 
ing temporary direct loan program, Similarly, the unremarried widows of such 
veterans who died from service-connected causes would be eligible for these loan 
benefits as are the widows of deceased World War II veterans under similar 
circumstances, 

The existing authority for guaranteeing loans in favor of World War IT vet- 
erans is due to expire on July 25, 1957, which is 10 vears after the termination 
of World War II as fixed for this purpose by Public Law 239, Eightieth Con- 
gress. In line with this time limitation, the bill would provide that the loan 
assistance for the new group of veterans would be available in connection with 
loans made within 10 years after the end of the emergency service period, to be 
determined as indicated. 

The bill takes notice of the fact that there will be instances in which an 
individual may have served both in World War II and during the current emer- 
zency period, and provides that a person who is eligible for the benefits of this 
loan program by virtue of active service prior to June 27, 1950, or who is the 
owner of property acquired through benefits accruing for prior service, shall not 
be eligible for additional benefits based on service after June 27, 1950, with the 
proviso that any guaranty entitlement used prior to reentry into service as to 
which the Administrator has incurred no loss and is no longer subject to con- 
tingent liability shall be restored to any veteran separated from the service after 
June 27, 1950. These provisions of the title IIT amendments are not clear and 
may present serious difficulties of interpretation unless clarified. It will be 
observed that subparagraph “(1)” of “See. 310” (for conformity with the rest of 
the bill. this section should be renumbered as “Sec. 301"), creates a new group 
of eligibles based on active service on or after June 27, 1950. Subparagraph 
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“(2),” however, cites two categories of persons who cannot establish eligibility 
for further title III benefit by reason of service during the new qualifying period. 
These two categories are: 

(1) Any person who is eligible for title III benefits by virtue of active 
service prior to June 27, 1950 (World War II service) ; and 

(2) Any person who is the owner of property acquired through benefits 
accruing for prior service (World War II service). 

The last proviso of subparagraph “(2)” of the section, however, would restore 
entitlement used prior to reentry into service by any veteran separated from 
the service after June 27, 1950, if the Veterans’ Administration has incurred 
no loss in connection with such use and is no longer subject to contingent 
liability thereon. 

The following examples illustrate some of the interpretations of which the 
language in this section would appear to be susceptible : 

(a) X,a World War ITI veteran, buys a home in May 1950 and uses $7,500 
guaranty entitlement. Upon being recalled to active duty, X sells his home 
to Y, who assumes the existing mortgage loan. The Veterans’ Administra- 
tion continues liable as guarantor of the loan. X is discharged in June 
1952. 

Under the proposed amendment, X appears to be eligible for another 
$7,500 guaranty, since he is not currently eligible for loan guaranty benefits 
on account of prior service, and he does not now own property acquired 
through benefits obtained for prior service. Therefore, the two categories, 
(1) and (2), stated above do not appear to rule him out as ineligible. 

(b) W, a World War II veteran, buys a home in March 1950 with the 
use of $4,000 guaranty entitlement. Upon being recalled to active duty, 
W sells his home to Z, who assumes the existing mortgage loan. The Vet- 
erans’ Administration continues liable as guarantor of the loan. W is 
discharged in June 1952. 

W apparently cannot be considered eligible for a new $7.500 guaranty. 
He is in the category (1) mentioned above, inasmuch as he is currently 
eligible for $3,500 guaranty on account of his prior service. Being in that 
category, he has no additional entitlement under the proposed law. Yet, 
as a practical matter, W has had the same service and the same henefit as X, 
but X has new entitlement available, while W has only a part of the original 
entitlement, which, in a practical sense, is not attractive enough to induce 
a lender to make a loan. 

The distinction in the two above examples comes from the language “Any 
person who is eligible * * *.” X exhausted his previous entitlement, 
so he is not currently eligible for benefits on account of prior service. W did 
not exhaust his entitlement, so he is still eligible for benefits on account of 
prior service. 

(c) A has same experience as W, except he sells his property and pays 
the loan in full. The Veterans’ Administration paid no claim and is no 


longer contingently liable on the guarant) The last so in subpara- 
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graph (2) of section 810 permits restoration. Veterans’ Administration 
restores and A has $7,500 guaranty available. 
(7) B has same experience as X, except that he did not sell his property. 
Upon his discharge he found he was not eligible for a new S7,500 guaranty 
because he came in the category of an “owner of property acquired through 
benefits accruing for prior service.” He, therefore, conveys the property 
to his father and asks Veterans’ Administration for the new entitlement. 
Under the language, he can obtain a new 87.500 benefit, since he no longer 
is the “owner” of property acquired through benefits recei 
service. ‘his is indicative of the facilitv with which a v 
the limitations upon eligibility for additional benefit 
ingly attempts to impose. 
In discussing the identical section of TT. R. T656, the 
S. 3199, as reported to the House of Representatives, 
ated, in pertinent part: “This secti: 
] benefits to veterans of the K 
benefits uncer the ex sting AacT, " 
of Wor!d War IT and service on or aft 
a second loan where the Government has incurred no loss f1 
longer subject to contingent liability thereof.” However 
illustrations above noted, the language of the section 
lend itself to the limited construction and appliea 


House report 
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The second category of persons proposed to be deemed ineligible for additional 
benefits by reason of new service includes “the owner of property acquired 
through benefits accruing for prior service.” An illustration of the possible effects 
of such proposed language may be mentioned in connection with a veteran who 
had a working capital loan for his business. He is recalled to duty and is dis- 
charged in July 1952. He has exhausted all entitlement earned by his World War 
IT service and therefore is not a veteran “who is eligible for the benefits of this 
title.’ The only property he acquired with the GI loan was “money” for use 
as working capital. The veteran claims that the money was spent on inventory 
subsequently sold by his wife who ran the business while he was in the service. 
The veteran contends that he is eligible for a new benefit because he does not fall 
in the second category as owner of property. This presents the problem of 
identification of “property” acquired with benefits earned by World War II 
service. Any such problem would involve numerous situations which would 
not be readily susceptible to solution. 

In view of the foregoing illustrations respecting the probable effects of the 
mentioned proviso language clarification thereof would appear to be indicated 
in the particulars mentioned. This might be accomplished by inserting in the 
first proviso the words “who was” before the words “or is eligible’ and by deleting 
the words “or is the owner of property acquired through benefits accruing for 
prior service”. If the language of the proviso in subparagraph (2) of section 
510 were amended, as suggested, the untoward and presumably unintended effects 
described in the several illustrations, above, would be obviated in that no addi- 
tional benefits under title III would be conferred by reason of service on or after 
June 27, 1950 upon persons who had already acquired eligibility by reason of 
prior service except that the privilege of restoration of previously used guaranty 
entitlement would be available to such persons under the conditions specified in 
the second proviso. This would appear to more nearly conform to the statement 
of intent set forth in the House report. 

It should be emphasized that the suggested amendatory language is designed 
to eliminate certain major difficulties in the section with a minimum of change 
to the present language and pattern. Certain other difficulties remain, notably 
the ambiguous character of the phrase “reentry into service.” To accomplish 
the apparent purpose of the bill, the language of the second proviso in sub- 
paragraph “(2)” might be clarified by striking the words “reentry into,” on 
line 24, page 49, inserting after the word “service” the words “in the said 
period” and inserting after the word “which”, in the same line, the words “guar- 
anty (or insurance).” In addition, it may be argued by some that it is in- 
equitable to confine a person who served both during World War II and on and 
after June 27, 1950 to the time limitations applicable to his World War IT 
eligibility ; and that therefore, such persons should have the benefit of the time 
limitations applicable to eligibility resulting from the new period of service. 
However, in the absence of clearer guides to the congressional intent than are 
presently available, the Veterans’ Administration will not undertake to suggest 
perfecting language, at this time. 

The bill would add a new subsection (f) to section 500 of the Servicemen's 
Readjustment Act, to affirm by express statutory language, the right of the 
Veterans’ Administration under section 504 of the Servicemen’s Readjustment 
Act to regulate the origination of loans by supervised lenders on an automatic 
guaranty basis by requiring prior approval for certain types of loans as to which 
prior approval is considered advisable by the Administrator, e. g., a joint busi- 
ness loan to a veteran and a nonveteran. In addition, the new subsection would 
grant a specific authority which would allow the Administrator to terminate non- 
prior approval loan originations by a particular lender who may have indulged 
in practices which are imprudent from a loan standpoint or which are predudicial 
to the interest of veterans or the Government, but not to a degree that would 
warrant complete suspension of such lender from participation in the program. 

Subsection 501 (a) (2) would be changed to include therein a specific re- 
quirement that the veteran be a satisfactory credit risk. As to guaranteed loans 
such is a mere inferential requirement of existing law but is a specific require- 
ment for direct loans made under section 512 of the act. 

The current provisions of section 504 (b) of the Servicemen’s Readjustment 
Act have been broadened by these amendments to make it possible to reject 
projects for noncompliance in cases where a developer is averse to complying 
with the request of the Veterans’ Administration for adequate off-site facilities. 
In its present form section 504 (b) requires as a condition to financing through 
the assistance of this program that the residential property involved must con 
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form to minimum construction requirements prescribed by the Administrator. 
Primarily to introduce additional requirements with respect to off-site facili- 
ties, the bill would amend and reenact section 504 (b) to provide that no loan 
for the purchase or construction of residential property on which construction is 
begun subsequent to 60 days from the effective date of the new law, shall be 
financed through the assistance of this loan program unless the property meets 
or exceeds the minimum requirements “for planning, construction, and general 
acceptability prescribed by the Administrator.” The amendment would also add 
a provision that this subsection shall not be applicable to a loan for the purchase 
of residential property, which was completed more than 1 year prior to the 
making of such loan. Such provision preserves the right of veterans to use 
loan guaranty benefits to purchase homes constructed at such a remote time 
as to render it impractical for the Veterans’ Administration to attempt to re- 
quire strict compliance with the standards applicable to the planning and con- 
struction of proposed properties. As to the purchase of homes completed more 
than a year prior to the making of the guaranteed loan section 501 (a) requires 
that the nature and condition of the property be such as to be “suitable for 
dwelling purposes.” In addition, the Administrator can exercise a large measure 
of control through application of the “reasonable value” clause in the act in the 
event the property involves any apparent undesirable construction features. 

The proposed new subsection 504 (¢) would provide that the seller of a newly 
constructed dwelling unit sold for initial occupancy to an eligible veteran with 
the aid of financing guaranteed or insured by a Federal agency, would be 
deemed to have expressly warranted to such purchaser that the dwelling is 
constructed in substantial conformity with the plans and specifications on 
which such agency has based its valuation or commitment. The warranty 
would also be made by such other persons as may be required by such Federal 
agency to become warrantors. In order to place a reasonable limitation on 
the warrantor’s liability this amendment provides that it would apply only 
with respect to failures of performance as to which the purchaser has given 
written notice to the warrantor within 1 year from the date of initial occupancy. 
It is considered that major defects in construction usually will be revealed in 
the first vear after occupany. 

As a technical matter, it may be desirable to make perfectly clear that which 
is apparently intended, namely, that this statutory warranty is not one that 
may be waived by the parties. Accordingly, there is suggested for consideration 
the insertion after the period in line 9 on page 52, of a new sentence as follows: 
“Any agreements or stipulations between the parties to the contrary shall be 
void.” This provision would be in keeping with the obvious intent of the 
warranty subsection to provide protection to both the veteran and the Govern- 
ment, as a matter of public policy to assure soundly constructed housing 

Considerable attention has been given by various committees of the Cong 
to the vexatious problems encountered by some veterans who have received 
Government assistance in financing the purchase of homes but have had no effec- 
tive recourse against the seilers or sponsors of new construction on account of 
faulty construction due to failure of the builder to conform to plans and specifi- 
cations he submitted to the Government prior to construction of the properties. 
It is hoped that the statutory warranty provided by this bill and applical t 
federally aided loans for the acquisition of newly constructed dwell 
eligible veterans will materially assist in relieving this problem 

As a further aid in protecting veterans as well as the Government 
persons whose previous practices in relation to the marketing of properties, 
and the type of contract of sale, have been unfair to veteran purchasers, the bill 
would add a subsection (d) to section 504 of the basic act to enable the Admin- 
istrator to refuse to appraise any dwelling or housing project owned, sponsored, 
or to be constructed by such persons. The Administrator may also refuse to 
appraise properties proposed to be constructed by persons who have previously 
sold substantially defective housing to veterans 

The bill would amend section 507 (1) of the basic act to provide, i he cas 
of a loan for the refinancing of delinquent indebtedness which is sought to be 
guaranteed for a veteran of the new service group, that such a loan must have 
been in default not later than 10 years after the close of the service period as 
determined by the President or the Congress. This carries out the pattern of 
the existing limitation applicable to World War II veterans 

Section 512 (b) of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act would be amended by 


ress 


the bill to provide for cases in which a commitment to make a direct loan is 


issued prior to the expiration date of the direct loan program but such loan 
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cannot “be made” before such date occurs. This amendment would permit normal 
processing up to the expiration date of June 30, 19538, even though the actual 
completion of the loan would be delayed beyond that date. 

The bill would add a new section 514 to title III of the Servicemen’s Readjust- 
ment Act, the purpose of which is to provide specific authority to suspend, tem- 
porarily or permanently, future participation in the program by a lender or holder 
who has indulged in practices detrimental to the interests of veterans or the 
Government. This is another sanction which, though applicable after abuses 
have already occurred, should operate as an effective deterrent in the cases of 
those le,“ers whose volume of business may be dependent to a considerable extent 
on maintaining their good standing with the Government and with veterans. 
It will clarify and confirm the authority of the Administrator to take this action 
where necessary. Specifically, this amendment provides that where the Admin- 
istrator finds that any lender or holder has failed to maintain adequate loan 
accounting records as to loans previously guaranteed or insured, or to demonstrate 
proper ability to service such loans or to exercise proper credit judgment or has 
willfully or negligently engaged in practices otherwise detrimental to the interests 
of veterans or the Government, he may refuse either temporarily or permanently 
to guarantee or insure further loans made by such person or bar him from 
acquiring loans guaranteed or insured under this program. 

As indicated, some of these amendments would be perfecting additions to the 
existing law, applicable alike to loans guaranteed or insured hereafter for eligible 
veterans of World War II, as well as veterans of the new service group. Basic- 
ally, however, this title of the bill would simply extend the loan assistance pre- 
viously provided by title III of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act in favor of 
World War II veterans, to those persons serving in the Armed Forces on or 
after June 27, 1950, and prior to a terminal date to be determined. 

Because of the many uncertain factors involved, it is not possible to furnish 
an estimate of cost of this title of the bill, should it be enacted. It may be 
stated, however, that the cost to the Government, other than for administration 
and the payment of the 4-percent gratuity, would depend upon the rates of default 
and foreclosure to be experienced. To date, claim payments have been very low 
in relation to the nearly 3,000,000 guaranteed or insured home, farm, and busi- 
ness loans. Thus, for home loans, which comprise the great bulk of the loans, 
claim payments have been necessary in only about one-half of 1 percent of the 
total of loans closed. 


GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE, 
Washington, June 16, 1952. 
Hon. JAMES E. Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
United States Senate. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Pursuant to the informal request of Mr. William H. 
Coburn of the staff of your committee IT am pleased to offer the following com- 
ments with respect to the bill H. R. 7656 now pending before your committee. 
This bill, as passed by the House of Representatives on June 5, 1952, would 
provide voeational readjustment and restore lost educational opportuniities to 
persons having service in the Armed Forces on or after June 27, 1950. 

The bill is designed to provide assistance along the lines of that granted 
veterans of World War IT by Public Law 346 to veterans having service subse- 
quent to June 27, 1950. The bill would provide edueational assistance, loan 
guaranty benefits, old-age and survivors insurance credits, and mustering-out 
payments. 

The provisions of title II of the bill granting edueational and training assist- 
ance seek to achieve the same purposes as were intended by the provisions of 
the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, but represent what is believed to 
be a more realistic and practical approach to the desired objective. The pro- 
visions of the bill have been drafted to eliminate, to the extent possible, the 
objectionable features of the 1944 act and to reduce to a minimum the many 
irregular practices and abuses which have flourished under the program jinau- 
gurated by Public Law 346. Generally speaking, the bill would grant veterans 
covered thereby educational assistance of 1144 months of training for each month 
of service not to exceed 36 months, with the exception that veterans otherwise 
entitled under the bill and having entitlement under parts VII and VIII of 
Veterans Regulation No. 1 (a), as amended, would be entitled to a maximum of 
4S months. 
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The bill provides an allowance to each eligible veteran designed to cover in 
part his expenses for subsistence, tuition, fees, supplies, books, and equipment, 
leaving the selection of the training institution or establishment, as well as 
all financial arrangements, the responsibility of the veteran. The allowance 
authorized would be dependent upon the training or education pursued, whether 
the veteran had a dependent, and whether the program of education or training 
is pursued on a full-time, three-fourths time, or half-time basis. The bill provides 
an allowance for full-time education or training of $110 per month for a veteran 
with no dependents and $150 per month for a veteran with one or more depend- 
ents and specifies the adjusted allowance to be paid under the various other 
programs authorized. Reasonable income limitations are provided for apprentice 
and on-the-job training. It is believed that previding for payment directly to the 
veteran is desirable. This will give the veteran a stake in his education or train- 
ing and will provide him with an incentive to see that the tuition and other 
charges are fair and reasonable. 

The bill continues the requirement for approval of schools by State authorities, 
and provides for payment of the allowances only after certification by the vet- 
eran and by the school that the veteran actually had pursued the prescribed course 
during the period for which the allowance is claimed. Specific criminal and civil 
penalties are prescribed for erroneous certifications by the veteran or by the 
school. The bill provides many additional safeguards such as a requirement that 
a proprietary school to be approved must have been in operation at least 2 years 
prior to its approval and that at least 25 percent of the students must be non- 
veterans paying their own tuition or charges. Specific guides are set forth as to 
what constitutes full-time training, half-time training, and less than half-time 
training, and specific requirements are set out to strengthen the program at 
the trade-school and farm-training levels. It is also expressly provided that, not- 
withstanding the so-called finality statute under which the decisions of the 
Administrator of the Veterans’ Administration are final and conclusive and not 
subject to review by any official of the Government, or by the courts of the United 
States, all payments under the educational and vocational assistance title of the 
bill shall be subject to audit and review by the General Accounting Office as pro- 
vided by the Budget and Accounting Act of 1921, as amended, and the Budget and 
Accounting Procedures Act of 1950. 

The General Accounting Office believes that the program proposed by H. R. 
7656 can be operated more efficiently and economically. Undoubtedly, such a 
program will eliminate vast amounts of administrative detail in eliminating 
almost entirely the negotiation of contracts with educational institutions, the 
auditing and checking of monthly bills from thousands of educational institu 
tions, and the constant review by the Veterans’ Administration of cost data of 
institutions seeking to establish or change tuition rates and other charges 
While the method of payment proposed by the bill will entail the placing of 
funds for educational purposes in the hands of the veteran, thus affording an 
opportunity for misuse, it is believed the safeguards provided in the n of 
civil sanctions and criminal penalties, directed both at the vet I 
cational institution will have such a deterrent effect as to preclur 
inevitable minimum of abuse. 

I feel very strongly that the provision of the bill, that all payments thereunder 
shall be subject to review by the General Accounting Office, is most desirable and 
beneficial from the standpoint of the veteran and the Government. Thus the 
General Accounting Office would, as the agent of the Congress, be in a position 
to consider applicable administrative rulings and regulations, at the time of their 
promulgation, to the same extent as such rulings and regulations of the various 
other departments of the Government are subject to consideration. Also, the 
certifying officers in the Veterans’ Administration would be enabled to submit 
matters involving payments of doubtful propriety for ruling by the Comptroller 
General prior to certification and payment. Veterans woul iven : Idi 
tional independent forum for the consideration I 
thought to be due from the Government. It is my firm 
vision will go far toward effectuating a return to the Cons 
the large expenditures which this program necessarily 
to reduce questionable and conflicting interpretations 
permit the normal examination of transactions and opeart 
tration of the program: and will tend to minimize ¢ 
been of such serious concern under the existing program 

Title III of the bill provides home, farm, and business loa 
provides old-age and survivors’ insurance benefits ; tit F 
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out payments; and title VI provides for job counseling and employment place- 
ment, The provisions of these titles are comparable in intent and purpose to 
legislation enacted by the Congress providing such benefits for veterans of World 
War II. It is generally recognized that these benefits have proved of great value 
to veterans of World War II and have contributed to the economic welfare of 
the Nation. The granting of like benefits to veterans having service in the Armed 
Forces subsequent to June 27, 1950, appears fitting and equitable. 
Sincerely yours, 
Linpsay C. WARREN, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, D. C., June 19, 1952. 
Hon. JAMES E. Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare, United States Senate. 

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: This refers to the bill H. R. 7656, to provide vocational 
readjustment and to restore lost educational opportunities to certain persons 
who served in the Armed Forces on or after June 27, 1950, and prior to such date 
as shall be fixed by the President or the Congress, and for other purposes, which 
is now pending before your committee. 

H. R. 7656 would provide readjustment benefits to persons who have performed 
active service in the Armed Forces since the beginning of the period of hos- 
tilities in Korea, including educational benefits, housing loans, coverage under 
the old-age and survivors’ insurance program, and mustering-out pay. Title V 
of the bill, which relates to mustering-out payments is substantially similar to 
the Mustering-Out Payment Act of 1944. 

The Department of Defense recommends the following amendments to title V 
of the bill: 

1. Section 502 (b) provides in part: 
“(b) No mustering-out payment shall be made to— 
” * * * ° * * 
(2) Any member of the Armed Forces who is retired or separated there- 
from under provisions of law other than title V of the Career Compensation 
Act of 1949;” 


Since the word “separated’”’ has been previously interpreted, in the adminis- 
tration of past and existing laws, to include all types of discharges and releases 
from active duty, the only persons who would be entitled to mustering-out pay 
under the bill as now drafted would be those retired or separated for physical 
disability. It appears from the tenor of the bill that the intention of the House 
committee in drafting the section was to exclude from the entitlement to muster- 
ing-out pay persons such as those recalled from a retired status, or transferred 
to the Fleet Reserve of the Navy or Marine Corps. The above section, however, 
is considerably more restrictive and unless modified will deny mustering-out 
payments to individuals whom the Congress probably wishes to include. To 
accomplish such a modification, it is suggested that section 502 (b) (2) be 
amended to read as follows: 

*“(2) Any member of the Armed Forces who, at the time of discharge or 
release from active service, is entitled to severance pay or is transferred or 
returned to the retired list with retired pay, retirement pay, retainer pay, 
or equivalent pay, or to a status in which he receives such pay: Provided, 
That this subparagraph shall not apply upon retirement or separation pur- 
suant to title IV of the Career Compensation Act of 1941 ;" 

2. The bill as drafted may permit certain persons to receive payments both 
under this bill and the Mustering-Out Payment Act of 1944 for the same period 
of active service, such as in the case of a person enlisted for 4 years in February 
1947 and discharged in February 1951. If the authorization of two mustering- 
out payments is not intended, the following or a similar provision should be 
incorporated in the bill: 

“A member of the Armed Fofces who is eligible to receive mustering- 
out payments under this title and under the Mustering-Out Payment Act of 
1944 for the same period of active service shall elect to receive such payment 
either under this title or that act but shall not be entitled to payment under 
both provisions of law.” 
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It should be noted that this proposed language would not prohibit payment 
under the 1944 act and under H. it. 7656 for two separate periods of active service 
but would merely prohibit dual payments for the same discharge or release. 

3. Section 505 (a) (8) authorizes mustering-out payments of $100 for persons 
who have performed active service for less than 60 days. This provision may 
be construed to qualify for mustering-out payments, un extensive number of 
reservists who served on active duty for only brief periods, such as 14-day summer 
training periods. It is considered that such brief periods of active service for 
training do not constitute such a serious disruption to civilian pursuits as to 
justify mustering-out pay. Additionally the retention of a provision which may 
be construed to include paymel ts to those who are recalied to active service 
solely for the purpose of being given a physical examination, or for a variety of 
other types of duty involving a relatively short period of time would unneces- 
sarily increase the appropriations required to administer the bill. For the fore- 
going reasons, it is reco! ended that mustering-out pay be limited to those 
persons who are ordered to extended active duty, for 60 days or more, as distin 
guished from active duty for training purposes. This could be accomplished 
by adding a new subparagraph to section 502 (b) as follows: 

“(S) Any member of the Armed Forces who is ordered to active 
for the sole purpose of training duty or a physical examination, 
period of less than 60 days.” 


» has prevented the submission of this report to the Bureau of t! 


ROGER KEN 
(For ‘ A. Coolidge). 


NA \1L ASSOCIATION OF STATE APPRCVAL AGENCIES, 
Indianapolis, Ind., June 9, 1952. 
Hon. JAMES E. Murray, 
VWember of Congress, Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR Murray: The National Association of State Approval Agencies, 
which represents the groups engaged in approval and supervision of veteran 
education and training in the several! States, within the purview of Public Law 
346, as amended, urges your committee to give expeditious consideration to H. R 
7656 which was relerred to your committee on Friday, June 6. 

This measure, designed to provide education and training opportunities to 
veterans who saw service subsequent to June 27, 1950, has the endorsement of 
our organization in the form in which it passed the House, and we strongly urge 
its recommendation to the floor of the Senate without further amendment. 

Members of our organization have been engaged in the adtuinistration on the 
State level of the GI bill since its inception. We have been extremely conscious 
of its strong features as well as its inherent weuknesses. Last September we 
appeared before your committee and opposed 8S. 1940 because we felt that that bi 
Was not adequate as a corrective ineasure. We were strongly in favor of awaiting 
the outcome of the investigations of the Teague select committee. We appeared 
before the House Veterans’ Affairs in March of the present year and presented 
general testimony not directed at any one of the several bills being considered. 

H. H. 7656, as it passed the Honse, comes near enough to meeting our specifica- 
tions that we give it full endorsement of the organization and urge its speedy 
passage so that its provisions may be available to the veterans at least by Septem- 
ber 1, 1952. 

Very cordially yours, 


1 
Li 
o 


R. F. Roprnson, Legislative Director. 


NATIONAL COUNCIL OF CHIEF STATE SCHOOL OFFICERS, 
Washington, D. C., February 5, 1952. 
Hon. JAMES E. MURRAY, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
Senate Office Building, Washinyton, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR Murray: The copy of your bill, S. 2461, and your letter asking 
for comments on it were greatly ap)reciated by us here. I am glad to comment 
and hope to be able to testify before Senator Hill’s subcommittee when formal 
hearings are held. 
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In regard to a new GI bill of rights for veterans of the Korean war, we believe 
there should not be merely an extension of the present GI bill. So much has 
been learned from experience that a new law should be passed to take advantage 
of the lessons learned. We suggest new legislation based on the following prin- 
ciples insofar as its educational aspects are concerned. 

1. The new legislation should be regarded as educational legislation and 
its benefits for veterans as educational benefits. 

2. The scholarships should be administered federally by the United 
States Office of Education, in order to insure a minimum of Federal control 
of and interference with school systems, institutions, and other educational 
establishments in the States. 

3. The scholarship system for veterans should be coordinated with the 
State and local administratien of school systems, institutions, and other 
educational establishments in ways to encourage State and local autonomy 
in education. 

4. Final accreditation of school systems, institutions, and other educa- 
tional establishments eligible to honor veterans’ scholarships should be 
determined by the States. 

5. Final judgment of the success or failure of a veteran in his educational 
work should be determined by the accredited school system, institution, or 
other educational establishment in which he is enrolled or, in exceptional 
cases, by a State agency established for this purpose. 

With highest personal regards, I am, 

Cordially yours, 


Epcar Fuuuer, Erecutive Secretary. 


WAKE ForREST COLLEGE, 
Wake Forest, N. C., June 13, 1952. 
Senator JAMES EF. MURRAY, 
Senate Office Suild mY, 
Washington, D.C. 
SENATOR Murray: A letter from President Fagg of the University of 
lifornia has just arrived conveying information concerning the 
ient to the Teague bill. I am writing to let you know that I 
lin its present form. 
hat the plan to pay the money directly to the veterans and 
with the colleges is sound. 
Very cordially yours, 
Harorp W. Triesce, President. 


NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE APPROVAL AGENCIES, 
Jefferson City, Mo., June 13, 1952. 
MURRAY, 
the United States, 


Washington, 


D. O. 


:: We understand the Senate Labor and Public Welfare Subcommittee 
ti closed hearings on H. R. 7656 (Korean GI bill). 


is now condu 
This bill in its preesnt form having successfully passed in the House of Repre- 
t like consideration be continued 
ittee and further that the bill remain in its present form regarding 
ct payment to veterans principle. We urge prompt action by your 
ommittee as it will facilitate fall enrollment by eligible veterans who have been 
discharged since June 27, 1950. The bill is not and should not be considered 
Federal aid to education. The bill is and by right should be aid to veterans. 
We trust and request your committee will oppose the Springer amendment if and 
when it is brought up for consideration in your committee or the Senate of the 
United States. 
Respectfully yours, 


bY a vote of 361 to 1. we urge tha 


P. LARRY McKeEver, President. 
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HEADQUARTERS UNIT, THREE THOUSAND Four 
HUNDRED AND Forty-SECOND ASU, 
Fort McPherson, Ga., June 16, 1952. 
SENATE LABOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE (OM MITTER, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN : Our group here at Fort McPherson has been watching with great 
interest actions taken on the bill to provide educational and training benefits for 
veterans who served in the Armed Forces on or after June 27, 1950, H. R. 7656. 

We are very much in favor of this bill, and urge you to give your full and 
immediate support to its passing. 

Sincerely yours, 
Pfe. Jonn R. JAMES 
Pfe. WILLIAM B. DILLINGHAM. 
Pte. CHARLES L. ARNOLD. 
Corp. Epvwarp D. COURNOYER. 
Corp. Rosert J. RICHARDSON, 
Corp. JAMES T. FERGUSON. 
} rt H. DAVENPORT. 


Hon. Lister HILt1, 
United States Senate. Washington. 
My DEAR SENATOR: AMVETS respect Ly | that the Sen: ‘the United 
States give immediate consideration t he passage of 7456, the Korean GI 


active duty after having it ie | a nfilict. We believe there is a 
national obligation to pr t] st t and 


ll of rights Thousand tua already 1 been dischaiged from 


educational opportunities 
| benefits 

R. 7656 received ext 

ind was specifically advo 


It 


b Ing 
that the 
awaopted b 


ainend 


appears to us 


oF Rurus H. WIitLson, ASSISTANT SERVICE DitrEcToR oF AMVETS 
BEFORE House VETERANS’ AFFAIRS COMMITTEE ON KOREAN GI BILL 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, AMVETS appreciate the oppor- 
tunity of appearing before this committee to offer our comments on legislative 
proposals designed to create a GI bill for Korean veterans. 

As a result of a 1952 convention mandate, AMVETS have established a Korean 
GI bill as a number one legislative priority during this session of Congress. 
Already thousands of Korean veterans have returned home and we in AMVETS 
know that they have turned their eyes and hearts toward this committee as you 
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deliberate a subject which means increased citizenship opportunities for them. 

The overwhelming majority of World War IT veterans received remarkable as- 
sistance from the GI bill. AMVETS desire to speak on behalf of that majority 
participation in the program and we refute any claims to recognition of that 
group Which has failed through past conduct toe fall into such a category. 

AVMETS have certain recommendations concerning a Korean GI bill. We have 
accepted and we endorse many of the recommendations contained in the Teague 
select committee report. We feel that legislation should necessarily follow that 
report after careful consideration of all the factors involved. 

AMVETS cannot accept as valid, any argument that the World War IT bill 
should be continued in its present form merely because the benefits therein were 
available to veterans of World War II in a certain prescribed manner. Likewise, 
we cannot accept the theory that that bill should be discarded merely because of 
minority abuse. However common sense indicates to us that abuses must be 
corrected when possible; unworkable laws must be amended; wasteful benefits 
must be abolished; difficult programs to administer must be provided in a more 
advantageous administrative atmosphere; and good programs must be con- 
tinued. Therefore AMVETS recommend the following course of action: 


EDUCATION 


1. We ask for a new readjustment act, separate and apart from Public Law 
346 of the Seventy-eighth Congress. We believe that the World War II Act has 
been so amended and re-amended as to make it unadaptable to entirely new 
provisions for Korean veterans. We also believe that the recent investigation 
has given ample proof of the need for new legislation granting equal although not 
necessarily identical benefits while insofar as possible eliminating abuse. 

2. We strongly urge that the present provisions of eligibility as contained in 
Public Law 346 be included in the new act. We feel that a young man loses more 
than 1 year of educational opportunity in 1 year away from that opportunity. 
Obviously the 1 year is lost forever and, therefore, the time element alone deserves 
serious consideration. We feel that the transitory time provided in Public Law 
346 as a reorientation period was correct and proper. We have heard the argu- 
ment advanced that the present bill gives mcre consideration to the short-time 
veteran than to the man who spends a considerable time in the service. AMVETS 
are much more interested in this latter individual and we cannot endorse pro- 
posals to penalize such a veteran because of attempts to prorate benefits to his 
detriment. We feel the period of entitlement to be a basic benefit and we ask that 
it be continued at its present level. 

5. We support granting an educational allowance to participants in this new 
program—this to be in lieu of the present subsistence, and tuition and supplies 
payments. Our support stems from a belief that such a system will remove much 
Government red tape, thereby reducing Veterans’ Administration administrative 
costs. We also believe such a system wil! eliminate much of the administrative 
difficulty at the institution level while at that same time providing an equal 
benefit to veterans of Korea who, in cur opinion, should be the common denomina 
tor of this program. We feel that the free enterprise inherent in searching for 
the best education at the best price is an educational objective well worthy of 
any veteran. In addition we feel that an educational allowance will have th: 
effect of stabilizing the inflationary trend in learning institutions without doing 
any harm whatsoever to their programs. Such a program will be in accord wit! 
our belief that any future GI bill should be operated on the basis of individual! 
integrity, individual self-discipline, and individual responsibility. 

4. We ask that the educational allowance be equal to the total subsistence and 
average tuition and supply allowances available under Public Law 346. We 
support the educational allowance not as a method of curtailing any benefits but 
rather as a method of better administration and less abuse. 

5. We ask that the Congress give most serious consideration to increasing the 
amount of the educational allowance referred to above. We point out that the 
figure given in the bills before this committee concerning this proposal are based 
primarily on the present rates under Public Law 346. These bills obviously 
have not taken into consideration the increased cost of living as reported by 
the Department of Labor Index. Inasmuch as the Congress has seen fit to grant 
increases in Federal employees’ pay, veterans’ compensation, and active-duty 
servicemen’s pay, it is the opinion of our organization that sound consideration 
should be given to the participants in a Korean GI bill for adjusted subsistence 
rates. 

4 
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6. We support the Teague select committee’s recommendation of approval of 
only those institutions which have been in existence for more than 1 year and 
which have a student enrollment of at least 25 percent non-veterans. Certainly 
if a school cannot attract nonveterans there must be a reason, and we strongly 
suspect that that reason is an inadequate training course. 

7. We ask that the present program of State approval of institutions be con- 
tinued, but we specifically recommend that the greatest amount of cooperation 
exist between the Veterans’ Administration and State approval agencies. If 
proper supervision is provided at this level, inferior schools cannot participate 
in this program. Although this recommendation probably cannot be entirely 
legislated, minimum standards can be clearly spelled out. Certainly the facts 
brought forward in the recent investigation point to the urgency of this request. 

8. We recommend that the agricultural training program be continued as a 
source of education to those veterans who desire to enter into it. The farm 
program has been a source of some abuse in the GI program, but we feel that 
many thousands of veterans have received excellent training under this provi- 
sion of Public Law 346. Inasmuch as on-the-job training for any objective by 
its nature requires a down-scaling of subsistence as proficiency increases, cer- 
tainly such a requirement should be written into the new farm law. We aiso 
request close supervision by regional Veterans’ Administration officials to make 
certain that beneficial training is being obtained. 

9. We recommend that the system of Veterans’ Administration instructions, 
regulations, interpretations and opinions be correlated in such a manner as to 
have on definite format. We are certain that no one factor has contributed more 
to the abuse of the GI bill than has the misunderstanding brought about by the 
tremendous “gobbledygook” eminating from the Veterans’ Administration. Liter- 
ally thousands of individuals well versed in school administration profess 
complete inability to understand past and present instructions from the Veterans’ 
Administration. This inability increases tenfold as far as the ordinary veteran 
is concerned. These instructions have often even been impossible for Veterans’ 
Administration field employees to interpret. Oftentimes, retroactive in effect, 
vague in wording, impossible of understanding, and changeable upon whims of 
uncorrelated thoughts of Veterans’ Administration officials, these instructions 
have been a primary cause for the waste of thousands and, perhaps, millions 
of dollars. To forestall any future reoccurrence there must be issued easily 
readable and, insofar as possible, permanent regulations and instructions which 
can be understood and enforced. Such instructions should be given to every 
participating school, every State approval agency, every necessary Veterans’ 
Administration official, and when necessary to every participating veteran. 

10. Veterans’ Administration regional office authorities should have power 
decentralized to them with suitable instructions in order that they might enforce 
those instructions. Primary enforcement of regulations of a national program 
of this nature should not eminate from Washington, D. C. The Central Office 
of the Veterans’ Administration should serve as a broad administrative agency, 
as an interpretative agency in complex questions, and as an appeal agency in 
disputed questions. 

11. The most stringent penalties should be provided to individuals who crimi- 
nally violate the provisions of any new act. This includes Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration officials, school officials, State-approval agency officials, and veterans. 
Examples should be made of those people who destroy the intent of the Congress 
as it attempts to pass beneficial and worthy legislation for the betterment of 
veterans and for the betterment of the cultural structure of this Nation. 

12. The Inspection and Investigation Service of the Veterans’ Administration 
should be given authority to independently explore into the cause of abuses of 
this program prior to the time those abuses become national scandals. This 
service should have most serious consideration given to their recommendations 
for preventing abuses. If at any time criminal abuses are discovered they 
should be referred to the Department of Justice with strong agency recommenda- 
tions for prosecution. At no time should a school or a veteran be allowed to 
return an overpayment to the Veterans’ Administration when that overpayment 
is based on criminal assault on this program. The good schools and veterans 
who will participate in this program need the complete cooperation of the Vet- 
erans’ Administration, the Congress, and the Department of Justice to insure 
that their name shall be kept clean. 

13. It should be impressed upon the Veterans’ Administration that this program 
requires expert management, Only those individuals qualified through experience 
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should be allowed to administer the provisions of this new act. Only by good 
management can abuses be eliminated and, as far as we are concerned, failure to 
provide that good management thus far must be placed squarely on the doorstep 
of those individuals who have operated the program in the past. Although we 
recognize that the officials of the Veterans’ Administration have attempted to 
handle a gigantic program with no history to guide them, the fact remains that 
they have failed to prevent serious abuse of a most worth-while benefit. We 
strongly urge that they take advantage in every respect of the Teague select 
committee report. No more eloquent example exists as to their administrative 
failure to adequately supervise this endeavor than does this report. 

14. We recommend that a workable advisory council be established within the 
Veterans’ Administration made up of representatives of the VA Education Divi- 
sion, the General Accounting Office, the United States Office of Education, the 
United States Department of Labor, the National Education Association, the 
National Association of Vocational and Trade Schools, State approval agencies, 
veterans’ organizations, and the general public. Such a council, meeting only 
once or twice a year, could provide the VA with suggestions for improvements 
which could very well work out problems prior to the time they approach serious 
proportions, Certainly the agencies mentioned have enormous information con- 
cerning any veteran educational program which, if presented to the VA in a 
eorrelated manner, should prove of immeasurable assistance. We strongly urge 
that such a council be established, and once established, be made operative by the 
Veterans’ Administration. 

15. We recommend that the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs pay strict 
adherenee to obvious congressional intent on legislation thereby eliminating the 
need for new laws to spell out in a-b-c language intent already expressed and 
understood by prudent men. We refer to the interpretation of Public Law 610 
and to Instruction 1-A by the Veterans’ Administration. In our opinion the time 
eonsumed and the effort put forth in both the Senate and the House on these 
issues was costly, wasted, and unnecessary. 

i6. We ask that finality of decisions on questions of fact and law pertaining 
to educational institutions be placed before courts of law for final adjudication. 
Public Law 346 by amending Public Law 2 of the Seventy-third Congress gave the 
Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs the sole right to determine questions histori- 
eally reserved for courts. We do not believe that this was ever congressional 
intent and we therefore request that the right of judicial review of disputed ques- 
tions be restored. 

17. We ask that the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs be required to report 
periodically to the Congress on the over-all! aspects of this program giving sugges- 
tions for improvements when necessary. We also ask that the Congress at least 
once yearly request independent reports from the General Accounting Office, the 
Bureau of the Budget, and other interested Government agencies, in order that 
full particulars on this program: might be available for official inspection at all 
times. In this manner we feel that the Congress can itself in some manner 
eliminate abuse at its lower echelon. 

18. We ask that those benefits now existent in Public Law 346 net eovered in 
this statement be written into any new act in a manner equal to those benefits 
granted to veterans of World War II. 


GI HOME LOANS 


In our opinion, the World War If GI loan program has been most helpful to 
many veterans of World War II and it is therefore a program that should be 
extended to veterans of the Korean conflict. We feel that by and large this 
program has been efficiently and economically administered. We call your 
attention to the fact that only a very small percentage of veterans have de- 
faulted on GI leans, and of those who have defaulted the vast majority of the 
money lost has been recovered, and much more will be recovered. We are certain 
that at the conclusion of the present investigation of this phase of Public Law 
o46 sufficient facts will have become existent to enable the VA to administer 
a Korean GI loan benefit relatively free of any abuse. We also point out that 
the current Congressional investigation into faulty construction of GI homes 
has little, if any, bearing on the over-all question as to whether or not such 
a basic benefit should be extended. In the extension of this benefit, we ask that 
the following recommendations be given consideration: 

1. We recommend that veterans have the benefit of advice and counsel from” 
qualified VA officials regarding Government liability after a loan contract is 


onstummated 
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2. We ask that such counsel be extended insofar as practicable to include 
advice as to past performance of builders. 

3. We recommend that every effort be made to assure a veteran an adequate 
appraisal prior to the time a contract is consummated in order that such a 
veteran may receive full value for his money. 

4. We recommend that when experience shows certain builders have not per- 
formed minimum construction standards those builders be barred trom future 
participation in this program. We recommend that the present program of direct 
VA loans in those localities where private capital is not available be continued. 

5. We ask that the present 4-percent-interest rate be maintained in the new act. 
We point out that these loans are guaranteed by the Federal Government and 
therefore a lender has the advantage of concrete protection for his investment, 
thereby eliminating the profit increase so often recognized as a result of conven- 
tional loans with no guaranties. 


READJUSTMENT ALLOWANCES 


AMVETS feel very strongly that Title V of Public Law 346 was necessary for 
many veterans of World War Il. We fee! therefore that this benefit should be 
extended to veterans of the Korean war with certain legislative safeguards. 
We are aware of the arguments made that readjustment allowances were a 
source of abuse and we must agree that in many glaring instances the program 
was abused. However, we cannot agree that the rank-and-file veteran was in 
any manner irresponsive to citizenship obligations in receiving this benefit. 
Only slightly in excess of one-half of all veterans of World War II ever received 
readjustment allowances at all. Of those veterans who did apply for the benefit, 
the average amount of entitlement consumed was only 19 weeks. We therefore 
believe that when the vast demobilization of 10 million servicemen in 1945 and 
1946 is considered, and when the transition from wartime to peacetime economy 
and production in 1945 and 1946 is considered, it must be said that this program 
was a good one. 

AMVETS wish to assure this committee that we do not advocate the granting 
of doubtful benefits. We earnestly request, however, that the Congress keep in 
mind the fact that many veter: returning f 1 Korea will have no desire to 


g 
enter school. Their readjustment probler 


1 wi , nate ‘miple Vinent 


For those individuals seeking such a worth-while objective t ‘ ould be some 
form of Government assistance in that transitory period foll 


preceding gainful employment. We ask that the committee 
that the veterans we are speaking of almost without exception have no 


wage credits These young mei through serving their country have lost 
ployment insurance benefits while other individuals were allowed to ace? 
benefits. We ask therefore that this committee give most careful consid 

to the recommendations outlined below : 

1. We ask that veterans be allowed readjustment allowances for a maximum 
of 26 weeks. It would be desirable to establish a statutory allowance in orde! 
that the benefit may be uniform for all veterans in all States, 

”. We ask that the self-employment phase of the present law be eliminated. 
3. We recommend that a veteran file for his benefit in and against the State 
which was his home at the time of induction as indicated by his discharge. If 
a veteran must of necessity file a claim in another State, his claim should be 
handled as an interstate claim under present State procedures which have been 
perfected to such a degree as to minimize abuse 

4. We recommend that in order for a veteran to draw benefits under this pro- 
gram he must meet all allowable requirements, other than wage and ear 
requirements, as provided by the laws of the State against which he is filing. 
Such a veteran should be subject to the disqualification requirements of indi- 
vidual State laws. 

5. We recommend that the period of entitlement of a veteran in this program 
be not more than 2 years from the date of his discharge. 

6. We recommend that if a veteran can qualify at any time under a State 
program of unemployment insurance that he shall not be allowed to participate 
in this program until he has exhausted his State benefits and under no circum- 
stances should his total entitlement exceed 26 weeks. 

7. We recommend that all benefits paid under this program be paid out of the 
funds provided to States by the Federal Government Administrative costs 
should also be horne by the Tederal Government \uthorizations should be 


ne 
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made in the law for periodic audits of the readjustment program by the Federal 
Government within the several States to insure that there is no misuse of funds. 

8. We recommend that the Federal agency required to exercise general over-all 
administration make audits and provide necessary funds for the maintenance of 
this program be the Veterans’ Administration. 

9. We recommend that in order for farm veterans to be entitled to this benefit 
they must certify that they have searched for and have been unable to obtain 
suitable farm or other employment. Such certification should be constantly 
checked by the State agency administering the program. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, we in AMVETS are convinced that the World 
War II GI bill was extremely meritorious. We condemn those who have abused 
the program, but we earnestly contend they are in the extreme minority. The 
vast majority of the participants have carried out the intent expressed by a 
grateful people through their Congress of an entirely new approach to rea‘ljust- 
ment from military life to civilian life. We are compelled to state that the 
recent investigation has cast a slur on the integrity of many, many veterans of 
World War II. We know that that slur was not intended, but we also know 
that an investigation by its very nature is inclined to criticize rather than to 
praise. We also know that even though the Teague select committee’s report 
did graphically point out that abuse was a minority problem, honest veterans 
have suffered from the report. We, therefore, request that in the policy of any 
new bill that Congress insert an attestment as to the veracity, good will, and 
diligence to citizenship obligation of the veterans of World War II for the over-all 
effectiveness of the GI bill of rights. To take such a positive stand at this time 
in no way condones abuse, but rather it implies a firm congressional determina- 
tion to prevent abuse in the future. Such action would accentuate the findings 
of Mr. Teague’s committee, and it would accentuate the statements of many 
members of this group who have expressed their conviction on innumerable 
occasions that in the vast majority of instances the GI bill was good legislation. 
By such an action the Congress would state to the men in Korea who will benefit 
from these deliberations that their predecessors in the ever-present struggle for 
a better way of life have paved the way for them to enter into a program dedi- 
cated to a better America, 


THe AMERICAN LEGION, 
NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION, 
Washington, D. C., May 26, 1952. 
Re S. 1940, S. 3199, H. R. 7656. 
Hon. JAMES E. Murray, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR MurRAY: Referring to the above numbered bills, all of which 
have as their objective the enactment of a new GI law to cover persons entering 
the Armed Forces on or after June 27, 1950, I enclose copy of my letter of 
even date to Senator Lister Hill, chairman of the Subcommittee on Education 
which conducted hearings in September 1951 on S. 1940. 

As you will note from the attached letter, the House Veterans’ Affairs 
Committee reported out H. R. 7656 on May 16, 1952, and I understand Chairman 
Rankin intends to bring the bill up for debate on the floor of the House as soon 
as he can. 

H. R. 7656 and 8S. 3199 contain no provision for unemployment compensation 
benefits. As you know, under the provisions of Public Law 346, approved June 
22, 1944, World War II veterans were entitled to apply for these benefits at 
the rate of $20 a week for a maximum of 52 weeks. 

The American Legion is most anxious to have any new GI law contain pro- 
visions for unemployment benefits at the rate of $25 a week for a maximum of 
26 weeks, as per copy of a resolution adopted on May 5-7, 1952, by our national 
executive committee, the governing body of the American Legion between 
national conventions. 

This organization would appreciate any consideration you can extend to 
amending 8S. 3199 or H. R. 7656 (provided the latter is approved by the House) 
accordingly. A suggested form of amendment is attached. 

Thanking you for your courtesy in the matter and with kindest regards, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
Mites D. Kennepy, Director. 
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THe AMERICAN LEGION, 
NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION, 
Washington D. C., May 26, 1952. 
Hon. Lister HI, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Education of the Senate Labor and Public 
Welfare Committee, the Capitol, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR Hitt: Referring to the hearings which were held by your sub- 
committee on §S. 1940 during September 1951, and also referring to S. 3199 
introduced by you on May 19, 1952, same being a bill covering the “Veterans’ 
Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952,” I would state that The American Legion 
is very much interested in this legislation for our GI's. 

We have examined H. R. 7656, commonly referred to as the Teague bill, re- 
ported by the House Veterans’ Affairs Committee on May 16, 1952. I understand 
this bill is similar to your bill 8S. 3199. 

As you know, under the provisions of Public Law 346, approved June 22, 
1944, which became better known as the GI bill of rights, covering World War II 
veterans, provision was contained therein whereby under certain conditions 
those men and women who could qualify were entitled to receive unemployment 
benefits at the rate of $20 per week for a period not to exceed 52 weeks. This 
provision was contained in title V of said law. 

We note that no provision whatsoever is contained in either S. 3199 or H. R. 
7656 for unemployment benefits. 

The American Legion went on record before your committee and also before 
the House Veterans’ Affairs Committee as advocating a straight extension of 
Public Law 346, approved June 22, 1944. However, when our National Executive 
Committee met at Indianapolis, Ind., on May 5—7, 1952, they approved a resolu- 
tion calling for unemployment benefits at the rate of $25 a week for a maximum 
period of 26 weeks, and payable over a 2-year period. I enclose a copy of said 
resolution. 

Also, as a matter of information, I enclose two charts issued by the Michigan 
Employment Security Commission, containing data as to the number of Service- 
men’s Readjustment Act claimants, ete. 

I also attach a statement covering summary and experiences of the readjust- 
ment allowance program available to veterans returning from World War II. 

In the event your committee should decide to hold any hearings on either S. 
1940 or S. 3199 may I respectfully request that you grant The American Legion 
an opportunity to be heard. On the other hand, if you do not intend to hold any 
further hearings on this subject, I would appreciate vour giving consideration to 
this letter and our request for an amendment to either H. R. 7656 or S. 3199 to 
take cure of unemployment benefits at the rate of $25 a week for a maximum 
of 26 weeks. 

lor your information I also enclose the amendment which we have in mind 
covering this feature of the GI bill. If we are permitted to do so, we intend 
to have someone present this amendment when H. R. 7656 comes up for debate 
on the floor of the House. 

I am sending a copy of this letter to the other Senators serving on your 
subcommittee. 

Thanking you for any consideration you can extend along these lines and with 
every good wish, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
Mites D, KeNNeEpy, Director. 


{Resolution No. 11] 


Committee: National Economic Commission 
Subject: Readjustment allowance benefits for those serving during the present 
emergency. 

Whereas the American Legion at its annual national convention held in Miami, 
Fla., October 15-18, 1951, passed Resolution No. 114, requesting the Congress to 
grant readjustment allowance benefits to those now serving in the Armed Forces, 
and 

Whereas the National Economic Commission of the American Legion has given 
considerable thought to existing conditions at the time of the adoption of the 
GI bill of right, believe that the following should be the policy of the American 
Legion in giving to those discharged since active service since June 25, 1950, 
readjustment allowance benefits : Therefore be it 
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Resolved, That there be a uniform allowance of $25 weekly for a maximum 
duration of 26 weeks, payable over a 2-year period from date of discharge or 
passage of the legislation granting this benefit, whichever is the latter. 

(a) This program shall be financed by the Federal Government. 

(6) Administered by State unemployment compensation agencies under 
approval of the Veterans’ Administration, same as the GI bill. 

(c) Shall be subject to State standards for waiting period and disqualifica- 
tion. 

(d) Must be available for suitable employment. 

(e) If entitled to State unemployment compensation use such credit. If 
less than $25 weekly or short of maximum of 26 weeks, Federal Government 
to pay difference. 

(f) Allowance not to be granted to self-employed. 

Be it further resolved, That the National Economic Commission and the Na- 
tional Legislative Commission use all of its resources to urge upon the Congress 
passage of legislation granting the aforementioned benefits. 
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The second year saw the peak of demobilization, the stoppage of war produc- 
tion and the twin peaks of veteran and nonveteran unemployment. During the 
second year discharges were 70 percent of the 5-year total and new claimants in 
the program were 63.6 percent of the 5-year total. Confusion in the labor market 
with mass unemployment continued for the first 8 months of the third program 
year. 

As could be logically expected, it was during this economically confused period 
of about 20 months that veterans encountered most difficulty and greatest delay 
in finding jobs. Duration of claiming of allowances was unavoidably longer and 
rates of exhaustion were greater than in other years. 

In the fourth and fifth years, except for the comparatively few individuals who 
were being currently discharged, readjustment allowances served the principal 
purposes of unemployment compensation. The vast majority of claimants during 
these years had had post war jobs, had lost them and were claiming readjustment 
allowances during these occasional spells of unemployment. 

3. In theory a veteran is occupationally readjusted when he is placed per- 
manently on a gainful job. Practically, the matter is much more complicated. 
First, comparatively very few jobs offer any degree of permanency. Second, many 
veterans had to try several jobs before finding those they could do satisfactorily 
or which were otherwise suitable. 

Many veterans found temporary or seasonal jobs quite promptly only to find 
themselves unemployed after a few weeks or months. Many of these jobs were 
not covered by State unemployment compensation laws. When these jobs petered 
out the veterans had recourse to readjustment allowances. About 73 percent of 
all payments made were made to veterans who had filed claims for more than one 
spell of unemployment. During the 5 years many more than half of the claimants 
had had from 2 to 11 separate spells of claiming. Nearly 80 percent of the vet- 
erans who received 25 or more weeks of payments claimed them in two or more 
separate spells of unemployment. 

4. Veterans generally conserved their entitlement and did not use it as a 
benefit-grab project. For instance, of the 2,570,000 veterans who received 25 
or more weeks of payment each, less than one-fourth received them within 11 
months’ elapsed time. Nearly 2,000,000 of the 8,120,500 recipients required more 
than 2 years in which to claim whatever numbers of payments they received. 

5. Of 15,170,000 veterans of World War II as of August 31, 1949, 8,901,000 had 
filed claims for readjustment allowances establishing entitlement to 453,950,000 
weeks of payments. Of this amount 159,263,000 weeks were used (paid for). 

6. From the foregoing and from other data, toc lengthy to be incorporated here, 
we conclude that— 

(a) Readjustment into a gainful civilian occupation in the cases of the vast 
majority of veterans was prerequisite to a successful readjustment to civilian 
living ; 

(b) A majority of veterans did not have civilian jobs waiting for them upon 
their discharge from service ; 

(c) Difficulty and delay in the integration of such a great number of veterans 
into the civilian labor force was experienced and was unavoidable; 

(d) Veterans accomplished their civilian occupational readjustment with the 
minimum of delay and difficulty that could have been anticipated ; 

e) This was accomplished with less hardship to the veteran and with less 
disruption to the national economy than has accompanied veterans’ readjustment 
following our other major wars: 

(f) Abuse of the program was not widespread and was undoubtedly less than 
could have been reasonably anticipated in an operation so large and complex; 

(7) Readjustment allowances filled an honest and pressing need. The pro 
gram aided materially in the quick economie recovery of the Nation; expedited 
the readjustment of veterans, prevented untold hardship among veterans which 
would have occurred otherwise and thus performed the purpose for which it 
was designed. 


{H. R. 7656, 82d Cong., 2d sess.] 


AMENDMENTS 


Intended to he proposed by Mr ———— to the bill (H. R. 7656) to provide voca- 
tional readjustment and to restore lost educational opportunities to certain 


O77 


persons who served in the Armed Forces on or after June 27, 1950, and prior 
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to such date as shall be fixed by the President or the Congress, viz: On page 
108, between lines 6 and 7 insert a new title as follows: 


Tr1Le V—READJIUSTMENT ALLOWANCES 


ELIGIBILITY 


Sec. 500. (a) Any person who shall have served in the active military or naval 
service of the United States at any time after June 27, 1950, and prior to such 
date as shall be determined by Presidential proclamation or concurrent resolu- 
tion of the Congress and who shall have been discharged or released from active 
service under conditions other than dishonorable, after active service of ninety 
days or more, or by reason of an injury or disability incurred in service in line 
of duty, shall be entitled, in accordance with the provisions of this title and regu- 
lations issued by the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs pursuant thereto, to re 
ceive a readjustment allowance as provided herein for each week of unemploy- 
ment, not to exceed a total of twenty-six weeks, which (1) begins after the first 
Sunday of the third calendar month after the date of enactment hereof, and (2) 
occurs not later than two years after discharge or release: Provided, That no 
such allowance shall be paid for any period for which he receives an education 
and training allowance under title II: Provided further. That no readjustment 
allowance shall be payable for any week commencing more than five years after 
the date so determined by Presidential proclamation or concurrent resolution 
of the Congress. 

(b) Such person shall be deemed eligible to receive an allowance for any week 
of unemployment if claim is made for such allowance and the Administrator finds 
with respect to such week that 

(1) the person is residing in the United States at the time of such claim; 

(2) the person is completely unemployed, having performed no service and 
received no wages, or is partially unemployed in that services have been 
performed for less than a full workweek and the wages for the week are 
less than the allowance under this title plus $3 ; 

(3) the person is registered with and continues to report to a public em- 
ployment office, in accordance with its regulations ; 

(4) the person is able to work and available for suitable work: Provided, 
That no claimant shall be considered ineligible in any period of continuous 
unemployment for failure to comply with the provisions of this subparagraph 
if such failure is due to an illness or disability which occurs after the com- 
mencement of such period, 


DISQUALIFICATIONS 


Sec. 501. (a) Notwithstanding the provisions of section 500, a claimant shall 
be disqualified from receiving an allowance if 

(1) he leaves suitable work voluntarily, without good cause, or is suspended 
or discharged for misconduct in the course of employment ; 

(2) he, without good cause, fails to apply for suitable work to which he 
has been referred by a public employment office, or to accept suitable work 
when offered him; or 

(3) he, without good cause, does not attend an available free training 
course as required by regulations issued pursuant to the provisions of this 
title. 

(b) Notwithstanding the provisions of section 500, a claimant shall also be 
disqualified from receiving an allowance for any week with respect to which it 
is found that his unemployment is due to a stoppage of work which exists because 
of a labor dispute at the factory, establishment, or other premises at which he 
is or was last employed: Provided, That this subsection shall not apply if it is 
shown that— 

(1) he is not participating in or directly interested in the labor dispute 
which causes the stoppage of work; and 

(2) he does not belong to a grade or class of workers of which, imme- 
diately before the commencement of the stoppage, there were members 
employed at the premises at which the stoppage occurs, any of whom are 
participating in or directly interested in the dispute: Provided, however, 
That if in any case separate branches of work, which are commonly con- 
ducted as separate business in separate premises, are conducted in separate 
departments of the same premises, each such department shall, for the 
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purposes of this subsection, be deemed to be a separate factory, establish- 
ment, or other premises. 

(c) (1) If a claimant is disqualified under the provisions of subsection (a) 
of this section, he shall be disqualified to receive any readjustment allowance 
for the week in which the cause of his disqualification occurred and for not 
more than four immediately following weeks. 

(2) In addition to the disqualification prescribed in paragraph (1) above, 
the Administrator may, in cases of successive disqualifications under the provi- 
sions of subsection (a) of this section, extend the period of disqualification 
for such additional period as the Administrator may prescribe, but not to exceed 
eight additional weeks in the case of any one disqualification. 

(d) (1) In determining under subsection (a) of this section the suitability 
of work or the existence of good cause with respect to a claimant, the conditions 
and standards prescribed by the unemployment-compensation laws of the State 
in which he files his claim shall govern: Provided, That the Administrator may 
prescribe conditions and standards for applicants in any State having no appli- 
able statute. 

(2) In determining under subsection (a) of this section the suitability of 
work, no work shall be deemed suitable for an individual if— 

(A) the position offered is vacant due directly to a strike, lock-out, or 
other labor dispute; or 

(1) the wages, hours, or other conditions of the work offered are substan- 
tially less favorable to him than those prevailing for similar work in the 
locality. 


AMOUNT OF ALLOWANCE AND PAYMENT 


Sec. 502. (a) The allowance for a week shall be $25 less that part of the wages 
payable to him for such week which is in excess of $3: Provided, That where 
the allowance is not a multiple of $1, it shall be computed to the next highest 
multiple of $1. 

(b) The number of weeks of allowances to which each eligible veteran shall 
be entitled shall be determined as follows: For each calendar month or major 
fraction thereof of active service during the period stated in section 500 the 
veteran shall be entitled to four weeks of allowances, but in no event to exceed 
the maximum provided in section 500: Provided, That the allowance for the 
qualifying ninety days’ service shall be eight weeks for each such month. 

Sec. 508. (a) Readjustment allowances shall be paid at the intervals pre- 
scribed by the unemployment-compensation laws of the State in which the claim 
was made: Provided, That if none are so prescribed readjustment allowances 
shall be paid at such reasonable intervals as may be determined by the Admin- 
istrator. 

(b) Any allowances remaining unpaid upon the death of a claimant shall not 
be considered a part of the assets of the estate of the claimant, or liable for 
the payment of his debts, or subject to any administration of his estate, and 
the Administrator may make payment thereof to such person or persons be 
finds most equitable entitled thereto. 


ADJUSTMENT OF DUPLICATE BENEFITS 


Sec. 504. Where an allowance is payable to a claimant under this title and 
where, for the same period, either an allowance or benetit is received under any 
Federal or State unemployment or disability compensation law, the amount 
received or accrued from such other source shall be subtracted from the allow- 
ance payable under this title (except that this section shall not apply to pension, 
compensation, or retired pay paid by the Veterans’ Administration) : and the 
resulting allowances, if not a multiple of $1, shall be readjusted to the next 
higher multiple of $1. 


ADMINISTRATION 


Sec. 505. (a) The Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs is authorized to admin- 
ister this title and shall, insofar as possible, utilize existing facilities and services 
of Federal and State departments or agencies on the basis of mutual agreements 
with such departments or agencies. Such agreements shall provide for the filing 
of claims for readjustment allowances with the Administrator through estab- 
lished public employment offices and State unemployment-compensation agencies, 
Such agencies, through agreement, shall also be utilized in the processing ad- 
justment, and determination of such claims and the payment of such allowances, 
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To facilitate the carrying out of agreements with State departments or agencies 
and to assist in the discharge of the Administrator's duties under this title, a 
representative of the Administrator, who shall be a war veteran Separated 
from active service under honorable conditions and who at the time of appoint- 
ment shall have been a bona fide resident of the State for at least two years, shall 
be located in each participating State department or agency. 

(b) The Administrator, consistent with the provisions of this title, shall 
prescribe such rules and regulations and require such records and reports as 
he may find necessary to carry out its purposes: Provided, however, That 
cooperative rules and regulations relating to the performance by Federal or 
State departments, or agencies, of functions under agreements made therewith 
may be made by the Administrator after consultation and advisement with 
representatives of such departments or agencies. 

(c) The Administrator may delegate to any officer or employee of his own or of 
any cooperating department or agency of any State such of his powers and duties, 
except that of prescribing rules and regulations, as the Administrator may 
consider necessary and proper to carry out the purposes of this title. 

(d) Allowances paid by the cooperating State agencies shall be repaid upon 
certification by the Administrator. The Secretary of the Treasury, through 
the Division of Disbursement of the Treasury, and without the necessity of audit 
and settlement by the General Accounting Office, shall pay monthly to the depart- 
ments, agencies, or individuals designated, the amounts so certified. 

(e) The Administrator shall from time to time certify to the Secretary of 
the Treasury for payment in advance or otherwise such sums as he estimates 
to be necessary to compensate any Federal department or agency for its admin- 
istrative expenses under this title. Such sums shall cover periods of no longer 
than six months, 

(f) The Administrator shall also from time to time certify to the Secretary 
of Labor such State departments or agencies as may be participating in the 
administration of this title, and the amount of the administrative expense in- 
curred or to be incurred by a State under agreements made pursuant to this 
Section. Upon such certification the Secretary of Labor shall certify such 
amount to the Secretary of the Treasury, in addition to the amount, if any, 
payable by the Secretary of Labor under the provisions of section 302 (a) of 
the Social Security Act, as amended, and the additional amount so certified shall 
be paid to each State by the Secretary of the Treasury out of the appropriation 
for the Veterans’ Administration. 

(g£) Any money paid to any cooperating agency or person, which is not used for 
the purpose for which it was paid shall, upon termination of the period covered 
by such payment or the agreement with such agency or person, be returned to 
the Treasury and credited to the current appropriation for carrying out the 
purpose of this title, or, if returned after the expiration of period covered 
by this title, shall be covered into the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts. 

Sec. 506. (a) No person designated by the Administrator as a certifying officer 
shall, in the absence of gross negligence, or intent to defraud the United 
States, be liable with respect to the payment of any allowance certified by him 
under this title. 

(b) No disbursing officer shall, in the absence of gross negligence, or intent to 
defraud the United States, be liable with respect to any payment by him under 
this title if it was based upon a voucher signed by a certifying officer designated 
by the Administrator. 

Sec. 507, Any claimant whose claim for an allowance has been denied shall 
be entitled to a fair hearing before an impartial tribunal of the State agency 
or such other ageney as may be designated by the Administrator. The representa- 
tive of the Administrator located in each State shall be the final appellate au- 
thority in regard to contested claims arising in such State, subject to review 
by the Administrator. 

Sec. 508. In the case of any veteran eligible under the provisions of this 
title who either at the time of application for the by nefits herein provided is a 
“qualified employee” as defined in section 2 of the Railroad Unemployment In- 
surance Act, as amended, or was last employed prior to such application by an 
employer as defined in section 1 (a) of the said Act. claim may be made through 
an office operated by or a facility designated as a free employment office by the 
Railroad Retirement Board pursuant to the provisions of said Act. In such 
cases, the conditions and standards as to suitability of work or existence of 
food cause, the intervals for making claim for and payment of benefits, and the 
administrative and appellate procedures prescribed by or under said Act shall 
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govern, if not in conflict with the provisions of this title, the appellate pro- 
cedures being subject to final appeal to the Administrator. In such cases, a 
reference in this title to a cooperating State agency shall be deemed to include 
the Railroad Retirement Board. 


DECISIONS AND PROCEDURES 


Sec. 509. The authority to issue subpenas and provisions for invoking aid of 
the courts of the United States in case of disobedience thereto, to make investiga- 
tions, and to administer oaths, as contained in title I1J of the Act of June 29, 
1936 (49 Stat. 2033-34; U. S. C., title 38, secs. 131-133), shall be applicable in 
the administration of this title. 


PEN ALTIES 


Sec. 510. Any claimant who knowingly accepts an allowance to which he is not 
entitled shall be ineligible to receive any further allowance under this title. 

Sec. 511. (a) Whoever, for the purpose of causing an increase in any allowance 
authorized under this title, or for the purpose of causing any allowance to be 
paid where none is authorized under this title, shall make or cause to be made 
any false statement or representation as to any wages paid or received, or 
whoever makes or causes to be made any false statement of a material fact in 
any claim for any allowance under this title, or whoever makes or causes to be 
made any false statement, representation, affidavit, or document in connection 
with such claim, shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof 
shall be fined not more than $1,000 or imprisoned for not more than one year, 
or both. 

(b) Whoever shall obtain or receive any money, check, or allowance under 
this title, without being entitled thereto and with intent to defraud the United 
States, shall be punished by a fine of not more than $1,000 or by imprisonment 
for not more than one year, or both. 


DEFINITIONS 


Sec. 512 As used in this title— 

(a) The term “week” means such period or periods of seven consecutive 
calendar days as may be prescribed in regulations by the Administrator. 

(b) The term “wages” means all remuneration for services from whatever 
sources, including commissions and bonuses and the cash value of all remuneration 
in any medium other than cash. 

On page 108, strike out lines 9 to 14, inclusive. 

On page 108, line 7, strike out “Title V” and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘Title VI.” 

On page 115, line 14, strike out “Title VI’ and insert in lieu thereof “Title VII.” 

Renumber sections 502, 508, 504, 505, 506, 507, 601, and 602 as sections 602, 603, 
604, 605, 606, 607, 701, and 702, respectively. 





STATEMENT OF WALTER J. MASON, MEMBER, NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE, 
AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR 


This statement represents briefly the views of the American Federation of 
Labor on H. R. 7656, which provides readjustment assistance to veterans serving 
during the Korean emergency. The committee merits commendation for its 
prompt action on this proposed legislation, and we shall look forward to con- 
gressional approval of a new GI bill that will permit veterans who have served 
during the Korean emergency to begin receiving benefits as soon as possible. 
These benefits are already long overdue. 

Any GI bill passed by the Senate should draw from the 8 years of experience 
with the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944. The successful features of that 
act should be continued: the abuses and deficiencies must be corrected. The 
goal should be to assure the veteran a maximum of value for every dollar’s worth 
of benefits received from the Government. 

The recommendations of the American Federaiton of Labor shall be confined 
primarily to those educational and training benefits that a veteran receives while 
on a job, including apprentice and other on-the-job training. Of the approxi- 
mately 7.8 million veterans who received, or are receiving, education and training 
under Public Law 346, 20 percent of them received some training on the job, 
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rather than in an institution. It may be expected that a similar significant pro- 
portion of veterans applying for education or training under the new GI bill will 
receive such training. Our concern is to assure these veterans the best training 
possible, under standards and Supervision dedicated to the welfare of the veteran. 

It is our understanding that the committee shall consider H. R. 7656, as 
passed by the House. The following recommendations apply specifically to the 
provisions of that bill, and are Submitted with the sincere belief that they will 
contribute to the improvement of those sections of H. R. 7656 covering apprentice 
and other training on the job. 

Section 241 (a). Add: “Provided, That the State apprenticeship agency, estab- 
lished by law, or the State department of labor act as the approval agency for 
apprentice and other training on the job.” 

This provision would place the approval and supervision of all apprentice and 
other training on the job in the hands of those people most qualified to carry 
out this function. In the past, the approval and supervision of such training 
has often been performed by State departments of education which lack experi- 
ence and competence in this field. This has been a contributing factor to the 
excessive abuses in on-the jeb training programs. State apprenticeship agencies 
and State departments of labor have had long experience in establishing and 
supervising apprentice and other on-the-job training. They are familiar with 
the requirements for sound vocational training, and they will be able to protect 
the veteran from any form of exploitation and “dead end” training. 

Section 241 (b) (1) and (2). Add: “except in the case of apprentice and other 
training on the job, they shall refer to the United States Seer: tary of Labor.” 

Since 1937, the Secretary of Labor has had the responsibility of establishing 
and supervising apprentice trai) ing programs, In the Bureay of Apprenticeship 
of the United States Department of Labor there are facilities and personnel that 
have had considerable success in administering apprentice and other on-the-job 
training programs. The Commissioner of Education has had no experience in 
this field. The Secretary of Labor is the appropriate official to be designated in 
section 241 to carry out the function of approving apprentice and other training 
on the job when the State executive fails to appoint a State approval agency. 

Section 242 (b). Add after word, ‘( ‘ommissioner”: “] nited States Secretary 
of Labor”, wherever appropriate, 

The Secretary of Labor iS already authorized to establish and supervise 
apprentice training programs. His responsibility to 
tice and other training on the job should be maint: 
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posed of representatives of labor and management experienced in the problems 
that arise in apprentice and other training received on the job. These problems 
are distinct and apart from those arising in institutional education and train- 
ing. 

Labor-management committees dealing with apprentice training exist through- 
out the country on the local level as well as on the national level. They have 
been successful in developing sound standards of training and in working out 
proper relationships between the employer and the trainee-employee. Such a 
committee of labor-management representatives cooperating with and advising 
the Veterans’ Administrator and State and local agencies on all matters of 
apprentice and other on-the-job training would render a valuable service to the 
VA, the veteran, and the public. 

Section 238 (b). Add: “Provided, That, the Administrator shall] not define full- 
time apprentice training for a particular establishment below that established 
as the standard workweek through bona fide collective bargaining between em- 
ployers and employees. 

The effect of this provision would be to safeguard the interests of those vet- 
erans receiving apprentice and other training on the job in establishments where 
the standard workweek has been set through collective bargaining at a figure 
below that which the VA defines as full-time training. In the past, the VA has 
defined full-time apprentice training at 36 hours per week. In certain plants 
and industries, such as the garment industry, the building trades and the print- 
ing trades, standard workweeks have been established, through collective bar- 
gaining, at less than 36 hours. Apprentice and other on-the-job trainees in these 
trades and industries have been deprived of full-time training allowances. The 
enactment of this recommendation would eliminate any conflict between stand- 
ards set through collective bargaining and standards defined by the VA. It 
would prohibit any penalty against those veterans receiving training in establish- 
ments where the workweek has been set, through collective bargaining, at a 
figure below what the VA rules to be full-time training. 

Section 232 (c) (2). Beginning on line 13, change this part to read: “Allowance 
shall be reduced at the end of each 4-month period, except for bona-fide apprentice 
training, in which case the allowance shall be reduced in accordance with the 
Wage adjustment provided in the apprentice agreement’; resuming on line 14, 
“by an amount, etc.” 

In bona fide apprentice agreements, a provision is made for a periodic wage 
increase for the apprentice. There is considerable variation in the periods, 
ranging usually from 8 months to a year. The effect of the recommendation 
would be to integrate the allowance reduction of the VA with the upward wage 
adjustment provided in the particular apprentice agreement. In the absence of 
this integration, the veteran would have his VA allowance reduced every 4 months 
and his wage increased, in the majority of cases, at some interval other than 
every 4 months. Im all other training on-the-job programs, where no wage 
adjustment is provided for by a contract, the 4-month reduction would prevail. 

The American Federation of Labor urges the committee to act favorably on 
the above recommendations and incorporate them in the bill reported out to 
the Senate. We believe that their inclusion in the new GI bill will serve the 
best interest of the veteran, safeguard the taxpayer's dollar, and contribute to 
the national welfare by increasing the mechanical and technical skills of its 
citizens. 


Rigas MemMortac LIBRARY, 
GEORGETOWN UNIVERSITY, 
Washington, D. C., June 18, 1952. 
Hon. Lister HILr, 
Nenate Labor and Public Welfare Committee, 
The United States, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Str: In connection with the legislation now under consideration for 
extending educational benefits to veterans of the Korean war, I am enclosing 
a statement which I submitted to the House Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

You will find, I believe, that this statement emphasizes certain important points 
which merit your consideration. 

Sincerely yours, 


PuiLiies TEMPLE, 
Association of College and Reference Libraries. 
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ASSOCIATION OF COLLEGE AND REFERENCE LIBRARIES 


(Statement for the House Committee on Veterans’ Affairs by Philipps Temple, 
librarian, Georgetown University, Washington, D. C.) 


I represent the Association of College and Reference Libraries, comprising 619 
institutional and 3,932 personal members serving in the libraries of universities, 
colleges, teachers’ colleges, and other educational institutions throughout the 
United States. The American Library Association, of which the Association of 
College and Reference Libraries is an affiliate, numbers 19,701 members. 

At an annual meeting on January 29, 1952, the Association of College and 
Reference Libraries, through its executive board, passed the following resolution : 

“That, the ACRL executive secretary be instructed to present * * * the view 
of the Board favoring * * * provision of books for veterans in the new GI 
educational benefit bill.” 

Although neither the executive board nor any large segment of the Association 
of College and Reference Libraries has issued any statement regarding the 
methods whereby Federal funds for veterans’ books might most efficiently and 
appropriately be handled, and although some members of the association favor 
payment of Federal funds directly to the veteran rather than through the institu- 
tion. IT am neverthless authorized to submit to you for consideration the specific 
points given below to which a substantial number of librarians subscribe: 

1. Elimination of direct F'cderal payments for tuition and for books, supplies 
and equipment emphasizes the subsistence allewance.—The various proposals 
which have been made to reduce or to eliminéte direct Federal payment to ednu- 
cational institutions for tuition and for books, supplies and equipment have 
been motivated by the very laudable purpose cf attempting to reduce the admin- 
istrative burden on the colleges and on the Veterans’ Administration. However, 
even if this objective could be achieved by the proposals made—and this is open 
to question as indicated below—the educational! effects of making all payments 
directly less beneficial to the veteran than the old Gt bill. Payment of all sums 
directly to the veteran student—as in the Teague bill—may well have the unin- 
tentional effect of placing more emphasis on the monthly allowance and less on 
the education which this allowance is designed to make possible. Anything that 
the veteran student can save by attending a low-tuition school or by skimping 
his expenditures on books, supplies, and equipment wou'd, under the Teague bill, 
be added automatically to the amount remaining out of each monthly VA check 
available for subsistence and other personal expenditures. Under the old legis 
lation no such possible incentive to maximize the money available for subsistence 
was placed before the veteran student; his subsistence allowance was a standard 
amount and he could not increase it by saving on tuition or on required books, 
supplies or equipment. Conversely, if the veteran student wished to take a course 
of study where the tuition and/or the required books, supplies and equipment were 
higher than average, he was not penalized under the old bill by having to reduce 
his allowance for subsistence. It would seem somewhat hazardous to jeopardize 
the excellent educational results obtained under the GI bill by veterans in insti- 
tutions of higher learning by trying a new and untested system of direct pay- 
ments—a system in which the average costs would not be very much different 
than before, but which might well result in a less satisfactory education for many 
veteran students. 

2. Reduction in administrative orerhead for colleges is questionable.—The 
bills which have proposed direct Federal payment of only one-half of tuition 
charges, or for no tuition and no allowance for books and supplies. may not 
substantially reduce the administrative burden for colleges and universities. 
Most colleges and universities collect tuition fees in advance at the begininng 
of the semester or the quarter. If only one-half of these tuition fees is paid by 
the Federal Government and the rest must be collected from the veteran students 
themselves, the paper work for the educaitonal institutions may well increase. 
This is also true if no tuition is paid directly by the Federal Government as 
provided in the Teague bill. Under either of these proposals the colleges and 
universities might well feel obliged in the case of veteran students to set up a 
special system of billing for tuition fees on a monthly basis—which would super- 
impose a new monthly billing system on top of their present arrangements and 
thus greatly increase paper work and accounting. Monthly billing of tuition by 
the colleges—however burdensome it might be to them—would at least relieve 
the veteran student of the burden of meeting a larger payment for tuition at the 
beginning of each semester than could be covered by his first monthly check 
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from the Veterans’ Administration. But books, supplies, and equipment must 
also be purchased at the beginning of each semester or quarter, and if the veteran 
student had to meet these concentrated expenses out of his first monthly check 
he might well be forced to economize on these expenditures which are as essential 
to the educational process as the lectures or the laboratory work for which he 
pays tuition. 

3. Direct payments to educational institutions for required books, supplies and 
equipment are even more essential, educationally speaking, than direct Federal 
payments for tuition—As already indicated, there are sound educational rea- 
sons for continuing direct Federal payments for tuition. There is perhaps an 
even greater educational reason for direct payment to the institution for re- 
quired books, supplies, and equipment. Tuition, after all, can and will be col- 
lected from the veteran students if need be—it is a requirement for their enroll- 
ing and staying enrolled in the educational institutien. Eessential books, sup- 
plies, and equipment are not in the same position—veteran students could “get 
by” and stay enrolled even though they skimped on the amounts expended for 
these educational tools out of their all-inclusive monthly allowance from the 
Veterans’ Administration, although the educational results they secured from 
their courses might well suffer. When it is considered that the Veterans’ 
Administration has, under the old bill, paid only an average of $4 a month 
or less for books, supplies, and equipment per veteran student, as compared 
with an average of some $388 a month for tuition and $82 a month for subsistence 
payments it hardly seems judicious to run the risk that these essential tools will 
not be provided in adequate amounts when their cost in terms of the whole pro- 
gram is so modest. 


Ciry COLLEGE oF SAN FRANCISCO, 
Balboa Park, San Francisco, Calif., May 28, 1952. 
Memorandum to: California junior college presidents. 
From: Louis G. Conlan, chairman, national defense committee. 
Subject: Teague bill. 

The revised Teague bill, H. R. 7656, was reported out of committee on May 16 
and will be considered by Congress within a short period of time. Sections of 
the bill and the report on the bill that relate to the problem in California have 
been enclosed for your information in the event the complete bill and report 
have not been received. 

The revised bill provides for direct payment to the veteran. Although the 
report on the bill refers to the situation in California and states specifically that 
it is intended that public tax-supported educational institutions, such as those 
in the State of California, will make a tuition charge which the veteran will be 
expected to pay, this does not resolve the problem as far as California is con- 
cerned. Under the existing laws, it would not be legal to collect the fees in 
California. The intent as expressed in the report is of no legal significance, 
inasmuch as the language of the bill is quite clear. 

Recently Mr. Herb Summers, of the State Department of Education, came to 
San Francisco to discuss this problem as it affects California schools. At that 
time Mr. Summers agreed to write a summary of the applications of the provi- 
sion of H. R. 7656 to California tax-supported schools, a copy of which is 
attached. 

Page 4 of Mr. Summers’ report contains recommendations which would provide 
reimbursement to public schools in California. ‘This suggested amendment takes 
into consideration the welfare of California State colleges as well as California 
junior colleges and other public schools. 

A complete copy of Mr. Summers’ report has been sent to Congressman J. Leroy 
Johnson, of the Third District, who is chairman of the California delegation. 
Congressman Johnson has agreed to present this suggested amendment to the 
California delegation. Within the past several days many California Congress- 
men have expressed interest in protecting California schools in this matter. 

It would appear most imperative for all public schools in California to coop- 
erate in an attempt to have this bill amended so that California schools may be 
reimbursed for tuition in accordanee with the intent of the Veterans’ Affairs 
Committee as expressed in the report on the bill and on an equal basis with 
educational institutions in other States. Consequently, you are again urged to 
communicate with your Representatives in Washington regarding this matter. 

Lovis G. CONLAN, 
Chairman, Committee on National Defense. 
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APPLICATION OF THE Provision OF H. R. 7656 To CALIFORNIA PUBLIC TAX-SUPPORTED 
SCHOOLS 


I. HISTORY 


With the passage of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, the problem 
of having the Federal Government reimburse the California public junior colueges 
and State colleges, through the payment of tuition to partially defray the cost 
of educating veterans, arose as a result of the provisions of California laws. 
Barly in 1944, correspondence and conferences with the Central Office, Veterans’ 
Administration, were held in order that a satisfactory arrangement could be 
devised to allow the public schools to receive a nominal reimbursement in the 
forlu of a tuition payable to the public schools. This was necessary because the 
junior colleges do not have a tuition charge, and the State colleges have a very 
nominal tuition of $6.50 per semester. None of the public schools were permitted 
to charge a nonresident tuition fee and had to accept for enrollment all students 
seeking admission, if they met the minimum educational requirements. 

On September 27, 1945, Central Office, Veterans’ Administration, accepted Cali 
fornia’s proposal for payment of tuition on the following alternatives: (1) Out 
of district fee, cr (2) $25 per month er S100 per semester, whichever was the 
lesser. The adjusted tuition procedure was established and the junior colleges 
have been reimbursed on $100 per semester in lieu of a customary tuition, or more 
recently on the basis of an adjusted tuition computed on the cost of teaching 
personnel and supplies for instruction. In all instances the cost of teaching 
personnel far exceeds the flat $100 per semester tuition rate. The 10 State 
colleges are currently receiving reimbursement on the basis of the cost of teach- 
ing personnel and supplies for instruction on a unit-cost rate which brings the 
total justified cost to approximately S500 per year. 

These reimbursement agreements in no way meet the total cost for the educa- 
tion and training of the individual veteran in the public schools. The California 
taxpayer has paid, and will continue to pay, a fair share of the cost of veteran 
education directly to State and local support of the public-school system in addi- 
tion to any regular share of Federal reimbursement available to public schoels. 

As evidence of the fact that the present reimbursement for the education and 
training of a veteran does not meet the total cost for educating the veteran, 
we have attached to this report a representative list of California junior college 
districts with the cost per student credit hour indicated and a copy of a report 
prepared by the California State Department of Education which indicates the 
expenses for the organized junior college districts during the year 1950-51. 

Lhe first enclosure indicates the current amounts paid by the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration to each junior college per student credit hour for the education and 
training of veterans under Public Law 346. The average for the group is $12.13 
per student credit hour. On the basis of 12 semester units which has been 
accepted as full-time training, the Federal reimbursement for the training of a 
veteran amounts to $145.56 per semester or $291.12 per school year. 

An examination of table 3 of the Junior College Study reveais that the total 
average cost to the junior college districts in 1950-51 per a. d. a. (average daily 
attendance) was $371.90, which figure does not include the expense for capital 
outlay or community services. Table 4 indicates that the average per a. d. a. 
tor teaching salaries was $209.11, the average for other instructional expenses per 
a. d. a. was $48.62, and the average for administration expenses per a. d. a. was 
$24.55. These three figures total $252.25, which amount compares favorably with 
the average of $291.12 paid by the Government to the junior college for the train- 
ing of a full-time veteran on the basis of an adjusted tuition rate. The figure of 
$282.28 represents 75.9 percent of the total cost of educating each veteran. If the 
Federal legislation currently being considered would provide for direct pay- 
ment to the junior college of a portion of the cost of educating a veteran up to 
the maximum of $31 per month, the junior college might collect, over a period 
of 9 months, S279 for each veteran. This amount is in line with the average 
amount received by junior colleges for the education and training of veterans 
under Public Law 346. 

Il. PRESENT BILL H. R. 7656 


The present House Resolution 7656 which has been reported to the House pro 
vides under section 234, page 68, that, “* * * in the case of a tax-supported 
public-education institution which does not have established charges for tui 


tion and fees which it requires nonveteran residents to pay, such institution may 
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charge and receive from each eligible veteran who is a resident an amount equal 
to the estimated cost of teaching personnel and supplies for instruction attribu- 
table to such veteran, but in no event to exceed the rate of $31 per month for 
a full-time course.” 

Hause. Report 1943, which accompanies the above-mentioned bill, states on 
page 34 under the heading: “Excessive charges” : 

“* * * Since an allowance is paid to the veteran specifically for tuition 
purposes, it is intended that public, tax-supported educational institutions, such 
as those in the State of California, will be authorized to make a tuition charge 
bused on the cost of teaching personnel and supplies not to exceed the rate of 
$31 per month for a full-time course.” 

It would therefore seem that the members of the committee formulating the 
bill were fully cognizant of the problem of the tuition charges for California 
public tax-supported sustitutions and had specifically provided for payment of an 
adjusted tuition based on teaching personnel and supplies for instruction not 
to exceed the rate of $31 per month for a full-time course, but by the very word 
ing of this section of the bill had precluded the possibility of California tax-sup 
ported institutions, which now have a very limited and nominal tuition rate, 
from receiving an adjusted tuition payment. Likewise, the framers of the bill 
have failed to consider the difficulties which our California tax-supported insti- 
tutions would encounter if the actual payment of the adjusted tuition rate were 
to be made by the veteran to the institution. It appears that it is the intent 
of the bill to provide a scholarship in the way of an educaion and training allow 
ance to help the veteran defray his education and training through the specific 
payment of tuition charges to the institution. 


Ill. PROBLEM 


California public tax-supported institutions cannot, under the provision of Cali- 
fornia law, receive direct payment from any student other than for a limited 
tuition charge in the case of the California State colleges. Under the present 
prev’ ous of this bill it is obvious that tuition payments must be made directly 
by (he veteran to the public institution out of the education and training allow- 
ance provided bim. Therefore, a public school would not be able to collect an ad- 
justed tuition payment from the individual veteran enrolled in the institution 
As far as can be determined at this time, it would be improbable that the Cali 
fornia State Leglislature would pass legislation permitting the public schools 
to collect tuition charges from veteran students, since such legislation would, in 
all probability, be determined unconstitutional. 

The question of whether a California public school, in connection with the plan 
to educate the returning veteran, actually may charge for tuition or fees in 
excess of those legally established is clearly answered in the Attorney General's 
opinion (NS—5634) dated September 13, 1944, which elaborates on chapter 59, 
statutes of the fourth extra session of the fifty-fifth legislature, held in June 
1944. The following is quoted from this opinion: 

“* * * In that this question is asked in connection with the plan to educate 
returning veterans, we limit our discussion to that field. Chapter 59, statutes 
of the fourth extra session of the fifty-fifth legislature held in June 1944, was 
specifically enacted in order that the public schools and State colleges of Cali- 
fornia might secure the benefits of Federal assistance in any veterans’ educational 
program, rather than to cause the cost of such a program in California to fall 
upon local taxpayers. In addition, it contemplates a means for caring for neces- 
sary increased facilities and new courses of instruction fitting the needs of 
veterans, The plan, as adopted by chapter 59, authorizes the State department 
of education, acting by and through the director of education, to enter into agree- 
nents with the Veterans’ Administration or other agency of the Federal Govern- 
ment for the education of veterans in any of the schools and colleges of the 
public-school system. The act stipulates that the agreements ‘shall provide for 
the payment to such schools and colleges through the department of education or 
otherwise of the maximum amount permitted by the act or acts of Congress 
under which the agreement or agreements is entered into by the Veterans’ 
Administration or any other agency of the Federal Government.’ In addition 
it is provided: 

““The department of education through the director of education is authorized 
to enter into agreements with governing boards of school districts for the eduea- 
tion by such districts of veterans in accordance with the agreement between the 
department of education and the agency of the Federal Government.’ 


(non enes 


abate 


ma 











VETERANS READJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1952 253 


“The adopted plan, therefore, does not contemplate or authorize agreements 
to be made directly between the various schools and colleges of the public-school 
system with the Veterans’ Administration or other Federal agency. The State 
department of education, acting by and through the director of education, is given 
that authority. However, the act definitely contemplates that the public schools 
and colleges will ulimately receive, as a result of such agreements, payments 
either through the department of education or directly, to consist of ‘the maxi- 
mum amount permitted by the act or acts of Congress. This authorization is 
not limited to reimbursement for tuition or fees regularly established or required. 
It is our opinion, in answer to the second question, that under chapter 59 schools 
or State colleges of the public-school system of California may accept as a result 
of the agreement or agreements provided for in chapter 59 tuition or fees in 
accordance with such agreements regardless of the existence or amount of any 
regularly established tuition or fees.” 

If H. R. 7656 were to be passed as it is now written, it would place the Cali- 
fornia public schools in a very difficult position as far as the training of veterans 
eligible under the proposed act. It would actually place a premium on attend- 
ance in California public schools by the very fact that there is no legal way in 
which the public schools could require the veteran to pay any tuition charges, 
other than the nominal one required for the State colleges. It seems reasonable 
to assume that the veteran would seek out such type of an institution for his 
proposed training, since a greater amount of his education and training allow- 
ance would be available for his personal use. And yet, we believe that such 
a possible condition was not anticipated nor intended by the framers of this 
bill. Again we call attention to the intent of this bill which definitely provides 
that a portion of the allowance shall go toward helping defray the payment of 
tuition charges. 


IV. RECOMMENDATION 


It is recommended and urged that H. R. 7656, based on the full intent of the 
proposed legislation as outlined in page 34 of Report No. 1943, prepared to 
accompany H. R. 7656, be amended accordingly. Reference is made to page 
68S of H. R, 7656, dated April 30, 1952, as referred out of the Comniit eo of 
Veterans’ Affairs, May 16, 1952. Section 234, titled “Overcharges by Educa- 
tional Institution,” beginning with line 15, after the word “therein,” be amended 
to read as follows: 

“Except that in the case of a tax-supported public educational institution 
which does not have established charges for tuition and fees which it requires 
nonveteran residents to pay, or in the case of a tax-supported public educational 
institution which has established charges for tuition and fees that total less 
than $31 per month, such institutions may, by agreement with the Adminis- 
trator, receive payment for the training of each eligible veteran resident student 
under this Act an amount equal to the estimated cost of teaching personnel and 
supplies for instruction attributal to such veteran, but in no event to exceed 
the rate of $31 per month for a full-time course.” 

It is suggested that any other sections of the bill be revised to conform with 
the suggested content of the above section to provide direct payment to the publi 
schools by agreement with the Administrator. 

The actual wording of the proposed change is not our main concern. We 
only wish to emphasize the need for some provision in the bill that, wherever 
applicable State laws prohibit the payment of tuition charges to publie tax 
supported institutions other than a nominal charge or prohibit the collection 
of tuition charges directly from the student, it will be possible for the school 
to enter into an agreement with the Administrator for the payment of an 
adjusted tuition rate and for the direct payment to the schoo! of the adjusted 
tuition rate not to exceed $31 per month for a full-time course 
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Junior college 


Per student Per student 
credit-hour credit-hour 
Bakersfield College__.._.--____ $12. 21| Orange Coast College.._...__.- $12. 74 
Chaffey College_______~- avlage. -at S4 12.28|San Bernardino Valley Junior 
Contra Costa Junior College... 10.15 College__—_-_ Si ete er 
Fresno Junior College_- _.. 13.09] San Mateo Junior College___--- 16.18 
Grant Technical College_______ 13. 27 | Sequoias, College of the-_------ 13. 00 
Lassen Junior College_________ 1268 | Shasta Coflewe._...... Ji. ca 12. 24 
Marin Junior College__________ 15. 40) Piacet ‘Cofie@e. eS Ee 
Modesto Junior College_______- 10. 37 
Monterey Peninsula College__. 8. 20 Average. -~ 2 99S 
Mount San Antonio College____ 9. 65 


Each veteran taking 12 units: $145.56 per semester. 
Each veteran taking 12 units: $291.12 per school year. 





Gotp Srar Wives or AMERICA, INC.. 
Washington, D. C 
Mr. WILLIAM Copurn, 
Chief Clerk, Labor and Public Welfare Committee, United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Conurn: We have a suggestion for an amendment which we would 
appreciate your bringing to the attention of Senator Hill and his subcommittee as 
they are studying the proposed legislation for the extension of the GI bill of 
rights to veterans of the Korean conflict. 

When the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act first went into effect in 1944 no 
consideration was given to the readjustment that necessarily had to be made in 
the lives of the families of those deceased servicemen that did not return from 
cot bat. At that time a serviceman discharged from active duty found that he 
could obtain a loan for the purchase of a home for himself and his family, but the 
family of a deceased serviceman found no such benefits available to them. 

A veteran found it possible to complete his college education or to obtain some 
short training courses which would make it possible for him to obtain employ- 
ment. The widow, now the head of her family since the death of her husband, 
had no such benefits available to her to help her in preparing to find employ- 
ment outside the home which would help her to properly assume the role of head 
of her household in her husband's place, She was, therefore, compelled to either 
reduce her standard of living so that she could manage on her Government 
compensation payments—-or pay someone to take care of her children so that she 
could find some type of employment. Most widows after a number of years spent 
as housewives and :vothers were not trained for any type of profitable, suitable 
employment so they could become self-supporting. 

In 1950 Congress tinally realized the injustice that had been done to the families 
of deceased servicemen when this legislation was first enacted after World War 
Il. It was then that they made available to widows of deceased servicemen the 
opportunity to apply for a loan for the purchase of a home so that they and their 
children might have some of the advantages that would have been available to 
their husbands if they had returned. 

Nothing was ever done, however, to make it possible for these widows to obtain 
some type of training so that they might compete in the business world with the 
returned veteran who received every opportunity to advance. Year after year 
we hear of war widows, completely dependent upon their Government income for 
support, who are in dire financia! need. Small increases of a few dollars a month 
from time to time will never properly take care of their situation. How much 
more advisable it would have been to have trained these women to he self-support- 
ing than to force them into reducing their standard of living to meet their reduced 
income. 

The average war widow of World War IL is now about 33 vears of age. The 
average widow of the Korean conflict is now about 27. A small group, of course, 
are beyond this age and not in good health, so that seeking employment is out of 
the question, but most of the widows of World War IT and the Korean conflict 
look forward to making themselves self-supporting so that they ean form a 
brighter future for themselves and their children. Are they not entitled to at 
least as much encouragement as the able-bodied veteran? The stnall amount that 
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would be spent now training these women would be very insignificant in compari- 
son to any amount which would have to be spent in later years if these women 


were fo be 
of living. 


assured of having sufficient means to maintain an adequate standard 


We ask, therefore, that the committee give careful consideration at this time 
to the advisability of including an amendment to the present bill for the extension 


of the GI bill of rights to Korean veterans so that the widows of men 
died in combat since the beginning of the Korean conflict would be 


who have 
given the 


educational benefits that their husbands would have received if they had 
returned. 
Sincerely yours, 
Marie JORDAN 
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Boston University 
University of Denver 
James Millikin University 
New York University 


TOG, 


VETERANS’ 
1952 AND THE SPRINGER AMENDMENT 
INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER LEA 
TkS COMPRISING THE 
AMENDMENT OF THE KOREAN GI BILL 


(Mrs. Edward H. Jordan), 


Legislative Chairman. 


READJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE 
(SUPPORTED BY 480 
=NING) BY THE COL- 
EMERGENCY COMMIT- 


Syracuse University 

Texas Christian University 
Tulane University 

University of Southern California 


Ripon College 


Stanford University 


152 


Willamette University 
JUNE 18, 


MMARY STATEMEN' 


NOTI H. R. 7656 provides for a monthiv lump 1 payinent 
veterans, from which the veteran would pay ail of his costs including 
tuition The Springer amendment provides for a monthly subsistence 
payment to the veteran, and for a separate tuition account with a 
pecific ceiling. ) 

l. The Springer amendment provides the veteran with greate freedom of 
choi e, and encourages him to exercise greater care, j selecting tlrat part lar 
chool—tux-supported or independent—that offers the greatest ise of devel- 
opie his particular talents, 

2. The Springer amendment would lessen the incidence of discrimination in 
treatment between World War II veterans and Korean veterans who will for 


side by side. 
The Springer amendment will 
on the tas institutions of 
fheretron, 
ft. The Springer 


terms of stucent 


»attending schoo 





prevent the students 


higher 


possible avalanche of 


supported learning, and probiems resulting 
imendment will help maintain the desired equilibrium (in 
enrollment) between tax-supported and independent institu- 
tions of higher learning, and simultaneously protect the dual system of education 
Which has contributed to our national strength. 
>. The Springer amendment may reduce the administrative cost of H. R. T7656, 
und in any case is not expected to exceed the cost of administering H. R. 7656 
as it stands unamended, 
6. The majority of institutions of higher learning are opposed to the lump- 
direct-to-veterans payment of educational benefits. 
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I, BACKGROUND 


By 


veterans of 


there will he THO 000 
the Korean war, and it is expected that almost an equal number 
will accrue in each succeeding vear for a number of years to come. It is 
; that about 30 percent of them will attend 

On April 29, 1952, H. R. 7656 was introduced by the Honorable Olin ‘Teague, 
Congressman from College Station, Tex., and chairman of the House of Repre- 
Select Committee To Investigate Educational Benefits for World 


September 1952, it is variously estimated up to 
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War II Veterans. This committee brought to light certain irregularities occur- 
ring under Public Law 346, and, as a result, Congressman Teague introduced 
H. R. 7656 which, in general, provides : 
(1) That a single veteran receive $110 a month (with dependents, $150) 
for subsistence and education,’ and 
(2) That the payments be made in a lump-sum directly to the veteran once 
a month, and from which he would pay his costs including tuition. 

On January 5, 1952, the proposed bill passed the House of Representatives, 
without amendment, 361 to 1. The bill was passed under suspension of rules 
which prevented the Springer amendment from being presented. This amend- 
ment would have changed one administrative procedure of the Teague bill by 
dividing the lump-sum payment into two parts: 

(1) A monthly subsistence and supplies allowance of $80 (with depend- 
ents, $120) paid directly to the veteran. 

(2) A tuition allowance against which the veteran may draw up to a 
ceiling of $360 a year. 

The intent of the Teague bill is to help the veteran acquire an education 
which has been interrupted for military service. It is an aid-to-the-veteran, not 
an aid-to-education bill.” If the veteran chooses a tax-supported institution 
which charges low or no tuition, he may use the $110 (or $150) for whatever 
purpose(s) he elects. Congressman Teague believes that such a procedure will 
(a) simplify administration of the bill; (0) reduce the total benefits for the 
veteran; and (c) remove the Veterans’ Administration from contracting with 
schools. 

The Teague bill, if amended by the proposal of Congressman William L. 
Springer, Urbana, Iil., would reserve an allowance for tuition up to $860 for an 
academic year ($40 per month for 9 months). The college bills the student who, 
in turn, submits the invoice for payment to the college by the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration. Congressman Springer’s amendment seeks fair and equal treatment for 
tax-supported and independent institutions. In both the bill and the amendment: 

(1) The financial benefits are substantially the same. 
2) The eligible educational institutions are identical. 
>) The major difference lies in the method of payment. 

The issue is, Which is the better proposal for the veteran and which is sound 
public policy? 


II. REASONS FOR FAVORING THE SPRINGER AMENDMENT 


The advantages to the veteran is that by creating an equal ceiling in all 
schools, the tuition factor affecting the choice of anyone is reduced. This means 
that a choice can be made from a broader selection and more adequately meet 
the educational needs of the student. Any system of educational benefits, 
whether it be athletic, special interest, or academic, should make education 
rather than the tuition factor the paramount consideration. The question is 
always “What is best, in the long run, for the student?” Public Law 346 had 
the great merit of putting all schools on a more equal base and it is to be hoped 
that, in correcting some of the abuses, its proven features not be forgotten or 
dropped. It discouraged “tuition shopping” and the results prove that an 
avalanche of students did not descend on tax-supported any more than on inde- 
pendent colleges. Actually, it encouraged an examination of the school’s ability 
to prepare the veteran in his special field of interest. The Springer amendment 
“earries over” this particular attribute of Public Law 346. 

The point is made that to simplify administration the veteran should be given 
the funds and he should be permitted to decide how they should be used. This 
is not the normal solution to an educational problem. There is no question 
about the right of the need for permitting the veteran to make his choice of a 
school. But freedom to choose should be on a broad base—every college and 
university in America should be available—subject only to his academic quali- 
fications, and the ability of the school to render a real service. Tuition should 
be the least of considerations. The real question is whether he will be limited 
to the school he can afford? 

In dealing with human nature in a free society it would certainly be under- 
standable if men and women—just out of the service and with little money to 


1 These ficures arrived at as follows: $75 single (or $115 married) monthly subsistence 
(taking the approximate amounts now given under Public Law 346) plus $31 for monthly 
tuition and fees, representing the average tuition for all institutions of higher learning 
(both public and private), plus $4 monthly for books, equipment, and supplies. 
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spend, and not infrequently with families to support—should be unduly at- 
tracted by low fees. For example, college A charges $60 a year; college B 
$600. Under the Teague bill, the single veteran would have $110 per month to 
spend. When the veteran has only that income, and must pursue a full-time 
academie course to obtain that income, is he likely to attend college B—even 
though it may have the program best fitted for him? Under the Springer amend- 
ment, he at least has $360 earmarked toward the $600. Educational decisions 
made on a tuition base are less likely to accomplish the great goals of the bill 
itself. 

Actually several tax-supported State schools have only recently become aware 
of the problem and it is reported they are writing and wiring their representatives 
to prevent the possible flood of Korean GI's seeking free tuition while using bene- 
fits for subsistence. Some of these schools have even suggested a return to Publie 
Law 346—giving them the right to make a contract with the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion. While they cannot expect relief from the Springer amendment, which treats 
veterans and nonveterans alike, it is evident that even tax-supported schools are 
mindful and concerned with the probability. 

The Springer amendment dramatically illustrates the difference in treatment 
between the World War II and the Korean veteran. The fact is the Korean vet- 
eran will be treated much less generously. Public Law 346 provided tuition 
allowance up to $500 for an academic year, plus books and subsistence at S75, 
and which was later raised to $90 a month. (These comparisons are for single 
students.) The Teague bill reduces the benefits to a monthly payment of $110. 
Is the lump-sum payment an effort to make less seem like more? 

The Springer amendment does not change the amount of the benefits but by 
separating tuition and subsistence it underlines the difference. Tuition is the 
most readily identifiable cost in higher education. Why attempt to bury it? 

The argument has been advanced that the Teague bill will, as compared with 
Public Law 346, simplify administration, eliminate contracts between the colleges 
and the Veterans’ Administration, and reduce Federal expense. A lump-sum pay- 
ment to the veteran makes a plausible argument for economy, for simplicity, and 
for getting the Federal Government out of education. 

The facts are that both the Teague bill and the Springer amendment will ac- 
complish the above in equal measure. The burcen of proof, in each, is on the 
student, and there are no contracts between the college and the Veterans’ 
Administration. 

Under the Teague bill, the veteran must get monthly reports certifying that he 
has been in attendance and following the prescribed course of study. He then 
transfers the reports to the Veterans’ Administration and they remit his benefits. 

Under the Springer amendment. he gets a tuition voucher from the college 
listing courses and fees. The voucher is submitted, up to ceiling allowance, to the 
Veterans’ Administration and payment is made to the college. The money is, in 
effect, paid against the veteran’s account. If rebates are in order, because of 
drop-outs, illness, ete., the institution would rebate to the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion, and/or to the student as the case may be, according to the formula normally 
used for the institution’s nonveteran students. 

In either instance, the problem of administration is not easy and is fraught 
with unsolved details and difficulty. Neither, however, has a monopoly on 
administrative simplicity and it is pointed out that while both are improvements 
on Public Law 346, neither has a significant advantage over the other in these 
respects, 

Both get away from contracts between the school and the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration. 

soth put the responsibility on the student. 

The major difference is that the tuition allowance, up to the ceiling, is reserved 
for tuition purposes. 

The Springer amendment is supported by the majority of independent non- 
profit collegiate institutions. The evidence for the above is the 430 who have 
indicated their willingness to list their names and to publish them as a matter 
of record. The institutions and the officers responsible are listed at the end of 
the report. 

(See also appendix 1) for additional reasons for favoring the Springer 
amendment. ) 


IIl. WHY IMPORTANT? 
There is a second factor which, while less directly related to the immediate 


problem of educational benefits for the veteran, provides nonetheless a significant 
background against which the Teague proposal should be considered. It is a 
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point of view that has occasionally been misunderstood and which, at different 
times, has been attacked as the sellish point of view of independent colleges, 
many of which are church-related and all of which are nonprofit. 

All legislation has its roots in society and must be considered in the light 
of its total impact. No educational bill will benefit the veteran—no matter 
what its provisions—if it is antagonistic to the system in which it must operate. 
What of the Teague Dill, measured from = long-range public-service con- 
siderations? 

Most of the colleges that indicated their preference for direct payment to the 
institution did so believing that the present bill unduly favors the low-tuition 
school and that it would upset the delicate balance between tax and independ- 
ently supported institutions. The du ystem of edneation in the United States 
is as vital to educational freedom as our sysiem of checks and butances is to the 
Federal Government. 

Respected educators have testified that the bill will not make a great deal 
of difference and that the opposition is unduly concerned. Vigilance has always 
been the price of freedom and this is no exception. 

It must be remembered that although educational benefits are now directed to 
750,000 Korean veterans, eventually the bill may well affect every able-bodied 
male student. We are not dealing with an emergency measure such as Publie 
Law 346, but a long-range, Nation-wide policy. 

Independent, nonprofit, collegiate institutions cannot accept the disarming ob- 
servations, no matter how honestly motivated, without searching examination. 
“Sometimes a pebble can start a landslide.” 

There is a further factor that if the Teague bill is passed, without amendment, 
it may at a later date become the pattern for Federal scholarships and since 
the States often follow the Federal Government, direct payment to the veteran 
may become the pattern for State scholarships, too. 

For vears New York State, to use one example, has granted $350 scholarships 
for tuition only. The scholarship gives the student the right to select the 
school but payment is made by the State to the college. The effect has been to 
encourage competition between tax-supported and independent colleges for out- 
standing students. After many years’ experience the system has the enthusias- 
tic endorsement of students and colleges alike. The concern of many informed 
ducators is that direct payment to the veteran might well become a precedent 
for Federal scholarships and cause a change in certain State scholarships 
as well 

It is considerations such as these that enuse the debate on the Teague bill 
to be played on a stage where the background is the dual system of education 
and when the immediate action involves educational benefits for the veterap 
measured by either yardstick, the wisest course is the Springer amendment. 


APPENDIX A 


List OF INDEPENDENT COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES FAVORING 
SPRINGER AMENDMENT 


ALABAMA 


Birmingham Conservatory of Music, Birmingham, Dorsey Whittington, presi- 
dent 

sirmingham-Southern College, Birmingham, N. M. Yielding, treasurer 

Huntington College, Montgomery, Hubert F. Search, president 

Miles College, Birmingham, W. A. Bell, president 

Spring Lill College, Mobile, Andrew C. Smith, president 


ARKANSAS 


Arkansas College, Batesville, John D. Spragins, president. 

Harding College, Searcy, L. C. Sears, dean 

Hendrix College, Conway, Matt L. Ellis, president 

John Brown University, Siloam Springs, Roger H. Cox, secretary, board of 
trustees 

Southern Baptist College, Walnut Ridge, H. E. Williams, president 

The College of the Ozarks, Clarksville, J. T. Patterson, treasurer 


oe By 
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CALIFORNIA 


Armstrong College, Berkeley, J. Evan Armstrong, president 
California Baptist Theological Seminary, Covina, Milford L. Baker, dean 
California College of Arts and Crafts, Oakland, Darwin Musselman, director 
of admissions 
Church Divinity School of the Pacific, Brookdale, Sherman Johnson, dean 
College of Medical Evangelists, Los Angeles, W. E. Macpherson, president 
College of Osteopathic Physicians and Surgeons, Los Angeles, Earle L. Garrison, 
dean of the college 
Claremont Men's College, Claremont, George C. S. Benson, president 
College of the Pacitie, Stockton, Robert E. Burns, president 
Fuller Theological Seminary, Pasadena, Harold Lindsell, dean 
Golden Gate College, San Francisco, Nagel T. Miner, president 
Lasierra College, Arlington, G. T. eee president 
La Verne College, Covina, H. D. Fasnacht, president 
Los Angeles College of Optometry, Los Angeles, Ernest A. Hutchison, president 
Los Angeles Pacific College, Los Angeles, Llewellyn H. Davis, president 
Lux College, Menlo Park, William E. Kratt, president 
Occidental College, Los Angeles, Arthur G. Coons, president 
Pacitic Bible College, Azusa, Cornelius Haggard, president 
Pacitie | nion College, Angwin, J. E. Weaver, president 
Pasadena Ce , Pasadena, W. TV. Purkiser, president. 
Pomon: agen Claremont, Ek, Wilson Lyon, president 
ge I: inds 1 niversity, Redlands, George H. Armacost, president 
John’s College, Camarillo, I’. 3. Koeper, C. M., president 
Stanford U niversity, Stanford, J. E. Wallace St emning, president 
The Bible Institute of Los Angeles, Los Angeles, S. H. Sutheriand 
University of San Francisco, San Francisco, W iMiam J. Dunne, S. J., president 
University of Santa Clara, Santa Clara, Herman J. Hauck, 8S. J., president 
University of Southern California, Los Angeles, Fred D. Fagg. Jr.. president 
Whittier College, Whittier, Paul S. Smith, president 
George Pepperdine, Hugh M. Tiner, president 








COLORADO 


Colorado College, Colorado Springs, W. H. Gill, president 
Reais College, Denver, Raphael C. McCarthy, president 
Rockmont College, Denver, R. R. Shillen, preside 
University of Denver, Denver, Albert C. Jacohs, chancellor 


CONNECTICUT 


Arnold College, Milford, Edward J. Brown, president 

Berkeley Divinity School, affiliated with Yale University, New Haven, the Very 
Reverend Percy L. Urban, S. T. D 

Hillyer College, Hartford, Alan S. Wilson. president 

New Haven Junior College. New Haven, Lawrence L. Bethel, director 

University of Bridgeport, Bridgeport, Henry W. Littlefield, vice president 


FLORIDA 


Bethune-Cookman College, Daytona Beach. Richard V. Moore, president 
Florida Southern College, Lakeland, Charles T. Thrift, Jr.. vice president 


Jacksonville Junior College, Jacksonville, Paul L Solneon: president 
Rollins College, Winter Park, Rhea Marsh Smith, assistant to the president 
Stetson College, Deland, J. Ollie Edmunds, president 

University of Miami, Miami, B. F. Ashe, president 

University of Tampa, EK. C. Nance, president 


GEORGIA 


Brewton-Parker College, Mount Vernon, M. P. Campbell, president 
Columbia Theological Seminary, Decatur, J. McD. Richards, president 
Georgia Militery Academy. College Park, W. It. Brewster, president 


h e College, Atlanta, Benjamin Mar)). president 
Norman College, Norman Park, Guy Atkinson, president 
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Oglethorpe University, Oglethorpe University, Philip Weltner, president 
Piedmont College, Demorest, James E. Walter, president 
Woodrow Wilson College of Law, Atlanta, J. B. Kilbride, dean 


IDAHO 


The College of Idaho, Caldwell, Paul M. Pitman, president 
Northwestern Nazarene College, Nampa, Lewis T. Corlett, president 


ILLINOIS 


American Conservatory of Music, Chicago, John R. Hattstaedt, president 
Blackburn College, Carlinville, Robert P. Ludlum, president 

Bradley University, Peoria, Daniel B. Owen, president 

Carthage College, Carthage, Harold H. Lentz, president 

Chicago-Kant College of Law, Chicago, Donald Campbell, dean 

De Paul University, Chicago, Commerford J. O'Malley, president 

Greenville College, Greenville, H. J. Long, president 

Illinois Institute of Technology, Chicago, J. T. Rettaliata, president 

Illinois Wesleyan University, Bloomington, Merrill J. Holmes, president 
James Millikin University, Decatur, J. Walter Malone, president 

Knox College, Galesburg, Sharvy G. Umbeck, president 

Lake Forest College, Lake Forest, Ernest A. Johnson, president 

Lincoln College, Lincoln, Raymond Dooley, president 

Loyola University, Chicago, Frank McGarr, assistant to president 
McCormick Theological Seminary, Chicago, Robert Worth Frank, president 
Northern Baptist Theological Seminary, Chicago, Charles W. Koller, president 
Pestalozzi Froebel Teachers College, Chicago, Herman H. Hegner, president 
Quincy College, Quincy, Herman Freiburg, O. F. M., president 

Roosevelt College, Chicago, Edward J. Sperling, president 

Shurtleff College, Alton, Dr. David A. Weaver, president 

The American Academy of Art, Chicago, Frank H. Young, director 

The Chicago Academy of Fine Arts, Chicago, Ruth Ford, president-director 
The John Marshall Law School, Chicago, Noble W. Lee, dean 

University of Chicago, Chicago, Lawrence A. Kimpton, chanceller 

Wheaton College. Wheaton, V. R. Edman, president 

Illinois College, Jacksonville, H. Gary Hudson, president 


INDIANA 


Anderson College, Anderson, P. H. Reardon, chairman, administrative committee 

Depaw University, Greencastle, Russel J. Humbert. president 

Earlham College, Richmond, Thomas FE. Jones, president 

Evansville College, Evansville, Lincoln Bell Hale, president 

Fort Wayne Bible College, Fort Wayne, S. A. Witmer, president 

Hanover College, Hanover, Albert G. Parker, Jr., president 

Huntington College, Huntington, Elmer Becker, president 

Indiana Technical College, Fort Wayne, A. T. Keene, president 

Manchester College, North Manchester, V. F. Schwalm, president 

Marion College. Marion, William F. MeConn, president 

St. Joseph's College. Collegeville, Raphael H. Gross, president 

The John Herron Art School, Indianapolis, Donald M. Mattison, director of the 
school 

Tri-State College, Angola. Theorode T. Wood, president 

Valparaiso University, Valparaiso, O. P. Kretzmann, president 


IOWA 


sgnena Vista Collece, Storm Lake. Henry Olson, president 

Chicago Evangelistic Institute. University Park, H. M. Couchenour, president 
Coe College. Cedar Rapids, H. H. Brooks, nresident 

Cornell Collere, Monnt Vernon, Russel D. Cole. president 
Graceland College. Lamont, Roy A. Cheville, acting president 
Grinnell Collere, Grinnell. Samuel N. Stevens, president 

Grand View College, Des Moines, A. C. Nielsen, acting president 
Towa Weslevan, Mount Pleasant, 7. Raymond Chadwick, president 
Parsons College, Fairfield. Keith Goltry. dean 

Tyner Town Thiversity, Favette. V. T. Smith, president 
Wartburg College, Waverly, C. H. Becker, president 


POEL RTS 








ee 
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KANSAS 


faker University, Baldwin City, Nelson P. Horn, president 
Bethel College, North Newton, Ed W. Kaufman, president 
Central College, McPherson, Mendal B. Miller, president 
Friends University, Wichita, S, A. Watson, president 
McPherson Coliege, McVherson, D. W. Bittinger, president 
St. John’s College, Winfield, Carl S. Mundinger, president 
Southwestern College, Winfield, Alvin W. Murray, president 
Sterling College, Sterling, William McCreery, presid 
Tabor College, Hillsboro, J. W. C. Hiebert, president 
The Central Baptist Theological Seminary, Kansas City, William W. Adanis, 
president 
Kansas Wesleyan, Salina, A. Stanley Trickett, president 
Manhatian Bible College, Manhattan, Virgil Hinds, dean 





ent 


KENTUCKY 


Brascia College, Owensboro, Mother Ambrose Martin, president 

Campbelisville College, Campbellsville, John M, Carter, president 

Centre College of Kentucky, Danville, Walter A. Groves, president 

The College of the Bible, Louisville, Lorenzo K. Wood, chairman. board of 
trustees 

Georgetown College, Georgetown, S. S. Hill. president 

Kentucky Christian College, Grayson, J. Lowel Lusby, president 

Lindsey Wilson College, Columbia, Victor I. Henry, president 

Transylvanian College, Lexington, Frank A. Rose, president 

Union College, Barbourville, C. Boatman, president 

Villa Madonna’ College, Covington, Rey. John F. Murpliy, dean 


LOUISIANA 


Centenary College of Louisiana, Shreveport, Joe J. Mickle, president 
Dillard University, New Orleans, A. W. Dent, president 
Louisia College, Alexandria, G. Earl 
i ine 
MAINI 


Colby College, Waterville, E. C. Mariner, dean 
Portland Junior College, Portland, Luther I. Bonney, dean 


MARYLAND 


The Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore, G. Wilson Shaffer. dean of the 
university 

Lovola College, Baltimore, Thomas J. Murray, 8. J., president 

St. John’s College, Annapolis, Richard LD. Weigle, president 

Washington College, Chestertown, Daniel Gibson, president 

Western Maryland College, Westminster, Lowell S. Eusor, president 

Woodstock College, Woodstock, Joseph F. Murphy, president 


MASSACHUSETTS 


Assumption College, Worcester, Rev. Louis Dion, dean 

Babson Institute, Babson Park, E. B. Hinckley, president 

Cambridge Junior College, Cambridge, Irving T. Richards, president 

Curry College, Boston, Donald W. Miller, president 

Emerson College, Boston, Jonathan W. French, Jr., president 

Gordon College of Theology and Missions. Boston, T. Leonard Lewis president 
hert M. Merritt. Jr., president 

Massachusetts College of Optometry, Boston, Ralph H. Green, dean 

Massachusetts Collece of Pharmacy, Boston, Hownrd «'. Newton. dean 

New Church Theological School, Cainbridge, brankiin H. Blackner, president 

New Eng¢land Conservatory of Music, Boston, Harrison Keller, director 

New England School of Theologs Boston, Carlyle I. Roberts, president 

Springtield College, Springfield, T. W. Merriam, dean 

Staley College, Brookline, Delbert M. Staley, president and treasurer 


Leicester Junior College, Leicester, Re 
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‘ 


Stonehill College, North Easton, Francis J. Boland, C. 8. C. 
Tufts College, Somerville, Leonard Marmichael, president 
Worcester Junior College, Worcester, Harold Bentley, director 


MICHIGAN 


Albion College, Albion, Paul R. Trautman, business manager 

Aquinas College, Grand Rapids, Arthur F. Bukowski, president 

Calvin College, Grand Rapids, William Spoelhof, president 

Detroit College of Law, Detroit, Charles H. King, dean 

Detroit Institute of Technology, Detroit, A. R. Ayres, president 

Emmanuel Missionary College, Berrien Springs, ?. W. Christian, president 
Hope College, Holland, Irwin J. Lubbers, president 

Lawrence Institute of Technology, Detroit, E. G. Lawrence, president 
Olivet College, Olivet, Coburn V. Graves, acting dean 

Sacred Heart Seminary, Detroit, Rev. Albert A. Matyr, rector pro tempore 
Spring Arbor Junior College, Spring Arbor, Charlie LD. Moon, president 


MINNESOTA 


Augsburg College, Minneapolis, Bernhard Christensen, president 

Bethel College, St. Paul, Henry Wingblade, president 

Concordia College, Moorhead, Joseph L. Knutson, president 

Concordia College, St. Paul, W. A. Poehler, president 

Gustavus Adolphus College, Minneapolis, Edgar M. Carlson, president 

Hawline University, St. Paul, Hurst R. Anderson, president 

Macalester College, St. Paul, Chas. J. Tuck, president 

Minneapolis-Minnesota College of Law, Minneapolis, Judge Theodore Bb. Knudson, 
Secretary 

Minnesota Bible College, Minneapolis, Russell E. Boatman, president 

Northwestern Lutheran Theological Seminary, Minneapolis, J. H. Dressler, 
president 

St. John’s University, Collegeville, Baldwin Dworschak, president 

St. Mary’s College, Winona, Brother J. Ambrose, president 

St. Olaf College, Northfield, Clemens M. Granskon, president 

College of St. Thomas, St. Paul, V. J. Flynn, president 


MISSISSIPPI 


Mississippi College, Clington, D. M. Nelson, president 
Okolona College, Okolona, W. Milan Davis, president 
Southern Christian Institute, Jackson, Jolin Long, president 


MISSOURI 


Conception Seminary, Conception, Edward BE. Malone, O. S. B., rector 

Hannibal-Lagrange College, Hannibal, Howard S. Higdon, dean 

Kansas City College of Osteopathy and Surgery, Kansas City, M. Peach, president 

Missouri Valley College, Marshall, M. Earle Collins, president 

Park College, Parkville, J. L. Zwingle, president 

St. Louis College of Pharmacy and Allied Sciences, St. Louis, Robert L. Lund, 
president 

St. Louis Institute of Music, St. Louis, Robert G. Olson, dean of studies 

St. Louis University, St. Louis, Paul C. Reinert, 8. J., president 

Southwest Baptist College, Bolivar, Orian B. Hendrix, dean and registrar 


MONTANA 
Rocky Mountain College, Polytechnic, Herbert W. Hines, president 
NEBRASKA 


Creighton University, Omaha, C. M. Reinert, S. J., president 
Doane College, Crete, David L. Crawford, president 

Grace Bible Institute, Omaha, H. D. Burkholder, president 
Nebraska Central College, Central City, C. W. Carroll, president 
Nebraska University, Lincoln, A. Leland Forest, dean 

Union College, Lincoln, Harvey C. Hartman, president 
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NEW HAMPSHIRE 


New England College, Henniker, A. T. Cox, president 
St. Anselm’s College, Manchester, Rev. Bernard G. Holmes, dean 


NEW JERSEY 


Bergen Junior College, Teaneck, Walter Head, president 

Bloomfield College and Seminary, Bloomfield, Frederick Schweitzer, president 

Don Bosco College, Newton, E. M. Tozzi, S. D. B., president 

Fairleigh Dickinson College, Rutherford, Peter Sammartino, president 

Panzer College of Physical Education and Hygiene, East Orange, Margaret C, 
Brown, president 

Rider College, Trenton, Franklin F. Moore, president 

Seton Hall University, South Orange, John L. McNulty, president 

Stevens Institute, Maplewood, J. H. Davis, president 

Westminster Choir College, Princeton, Dr. J. F. Williamson, president 


NEW MEXICO 
St. Michael’s College, Santa Fe, Brother Benilduz, president 
NEW YORK 


Alfred University, Alfred, M. Ellis Drake, president 

Clarkson College of Technology, Potsdam, William G. Van Note, president 

Columbia University, New York, D. Grayson Kirk, vice president 

Concordia Collegiate Institute, Yonkers, Albert E. Meyer, president 

Cornell University, Ithaca, M. Hill, provost 

Hamilton College, Clinton, McEwen, president 

Hartwick College, Oneonta, Henry J. Arnold, president 

Hofstra College, Hempstead, John C, Adams, president 

Houghton College, Houghton, Stephen W. Paine, president 

Ithaca College, Ithaca, Leonard B. Job, president 

Le Moyne College, Syracuse, William J. Schiaerth, president 

Long Island University, Brooklyn, William M. Hudson, acting president 

Manhattan College, New York, Brother B. Thomas, F. 8S. C., president 

Marian College, Poughkeepsie, Brother Paul Ambrose, dean 

New School for Social Research, New York, Hans Simons, president 

Paul Smith’s College, Paul Smiths, Chester L. Buxton, president 

San Francisco Theological Seminary, New York, Jesse H. Baird, president 

St. Bernard’s Seminary and College, Rochester, W. T. Craugh, rector 

Shelton College, New York, H. E. Hammer, treasurer and business manager 

St. Lawrence University, Canton, E. G. Bewkes, president 

Syracuse University, Syracuse, William Pearson Tolley, chancelor 

The Biblical Seminary, New York, Dean G. McKee, president 

University of Buffalo, Buffalo, T. R. McConnell, chancelor 

Wagner College, Staten Island, Walter C. Langsam, president 

Webb Institiute of Naval Architecture, Glen Cove, F. E. Haeberle, Rear Admiral, 
United States Navy (retired), administrator 


NORTH CAROLINA 


Atlantic Christian College, Wilson, D. Roy Lindley, president 
Davidson College, Davidson, J. B. Cunningham, president 

Elon College, Elon College, L. L. Smith, president 

Guilford College, Guilford, Clyde A. Milner, president 

High Point College, High Point, Denis H. Cooke, president 
Johnson C. Smith University, Charlotte, H. Liston, president 
Louisburg College, Louisburg, Samuel M. Holton, president 
Pfeiffer Junior College, Misenheimer, C. M. Waggoner, president 
Presbyterian Junior College, Maxton, Louis C, LaMotte, president 
Wingate Junior College, Wingate, C. C. Burris, president 
Immanuel Lutheran College, Greensborough, William H. Kantschmidt, president 


OHIO 


Akron Law School, Akron, C. A. Neale, executive secretary 
Bluffton College, Bluffton, Lloyd L. Ramseyer, president 
Bonebrake Theological Seminary, Dayton, Walter N. Roberts, president 
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Capital University, Columbus, H. L. Yochum, president 
Cedarville College, Cedarville, E. H. Miller, acting president 
Defiance College, Defiance, Kevin McCann, president 

Denison University, Granville 

Fenn College, Cleveland, G. Brooks Earnest, acting president 
Franklin University, Columbus, Joseph F. Frasch, director 

John Carroll University, Cleveland, F. E. Wolfe, S. J., president 
Kenyon College, Gambier, Gordon K. Chalmers, president 
Marietta College, Marietta, W. Bay Irvine, president 

Oberlin College, Oberlin, William FE. Stevenson, president 
Otterbein College, Westerville, J. Gordon Howard, president 

Rio Grande College, Rio Grande, Charles E. Davis, president 
Salmon P. Chase College, Cincinnati, Ray Hutchens, president 
St. Charles Seminary, Carthage, Rev. E. J. Ryan, Ph. D., dean of studies 
Teachers College, Athanaeum, Cincinnati, Carl J. Ryan, dean 
Western Reserve University, Cleveland, John S. Millis, president 
Wilberforce University, Wilberforce, Charles L. Hill, president 
Wilmington College, Wilmington, Samuel D. Marble, president 
Wittenberg College, Springfield, Clarence C, Stoughton, president 


POPE NRT 


OREGON 


Cascade College, Portland, C. J. Pike 
George Fox College, Newberg, Dr. Paul E. Parker, president 
Lewis and Clark College, Portland, Morgan S. Odell, president 
Linfield College, McMinnville, Harry L. Dillin, president 
Multnomah College, Portland, Earnest J. Jaqua, president 
Pacific University, Forest Grove, Walter C. Giersback, president 
Reed College, Portland, E. B. MacNaughton, president 
University of Portland, Portland, Rev. Robert H. Sweeney, C. 8. C., J. C. D., 
president 
PENNSYLVANIA 


Albright College, Reading, Harry V. Master, president 

Dickinson College, Carlisle, William W. Edel, president 

Dickinson School of Law, Carlisle, W. H. Hitchler, dean 

Elizabethtown College, Elizabethtown, A. C. Baugher, president 

Franklin and Marshall College, Lancaster, A. G. Breidenstine, dean 

Geneva College, Beaver Falls, John S. M. Isaac, chairman veterans committee 

Juniata College, Huntingdon, Calvert M. Ellis, president 

King’s College, Wilkes-Barre, Rev. Leo F, Flocrd, C. 8. C., president 

Lafayette College, Easton, Ralph Cooper Hutchison, president 

Lebanon Valley College, Annville, Frederick K. Miller, president. 

Lycoming College, Williamsport, John W. Long, president 

Pennsylvania State College of Optometry, Philadelphia, Albert Fitch, president 

Philadelphia College of Pharmacy and Sciences, Philadelphia, Ivor Griffith, 
president 

Philadelphia Textile Institute, Philadelphia, Bertrand W. Hayward, director 

St. Vincent College, Latrobe, Rt. Rev. Denis Strittmatter, O. S. B., president 

St. Vincent’s Seminary, Philadelphia, Patrick A Flaherty, C. M., rector 

Susquehanna University, Selingsgrove, G. Morris Smith, president 

The Academy of the New Church, Brynathyn, George de Charms, president 

The Philadelphia Divinity School, Philadelphia, Frank D. Gifford, dean 

Theological Seminary of the Evangelical and Reformed Church, Lancaster, Allan 
S. Meck, president 

Thiel College, Greenville, Edwin Hoage, Jr., president 

Waynesburg College, Waynesburg, Paul R. Stewart, president 

Wilkes College, Wilkes-Barre, Eugene S. Farley, president 

York Junior College, York, Lester F. Johnson, president. 


RHODE ISLAND 


Brown University, Providence, Samuel T. Arnold, provost 

Hill College, Inc., Woonsocket, Edwin B. Hill, president 

Providence Bible Institute, Providence, Howard W. Ferrin, president 

Providence College, Providence, Robert J. Slavin, president 

Rhode Island College of Pharmacy and Allied Sciences, Providence, Albert W. 
Claflin, president and chairman of the board of trustees 
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SOUTH CAROLINA 


Orskine College, Due West, K. C. Grier, president 

Presbyterian College, Clinton, Marshall W. Brown, president 
Spartanburg Junior College, Spartanburg, R. B. Burgess, president 
Wofford College, Spartanburg, C. C. Norton, acting president 

Morris College, Sumter, O. B. Menken, president 

North Greenville Junior College, Greenville, M. C. Gorman, president 
Voorhees Schoo] and Junior College, Cecil D. Halliburt 


SOUTH DAKOTA 


Augustana College, Sioux Falls, M. Stavig, president 

Dakota Wesleyan University, Mitchellville, M. D. Smith, president 
Huron College, Huron, George F. McDougall, president 

Sioux Falls College, Sioux Falls, Evan Reiff, president 

Yankton College, Yankton, M. C. Graham, president 


TENNESSEE 


Bethel College, McKenzie, Roy N. Baker, president 

Carson-Newman College, Jefferson City, Harley Fite, president 

Christian Brothers College, Memphis, Brother Thomas, F. 8S. C., dean 

Cumberland College, Lebanon, 8S. B. Gilreath, acting president 

l'reed-Hardeman College, Henderson, H. A. Dixon, president 

George Peabody College for Teachers, Nashville, Henry H. Hill, president 

Knoxville College, Knoxville, James A. Colston, president 

Lane College, Jackson, C, A, Kirkendoll, president 

Lee College, Cleveland, E. M. Tasley, vice president 

Le Moyne College, Memphis, Hollis F. Price, president 

Lincoln Memorial University, Harrogate, Robert I. Kincaid, president 

Martin College, Pulaski, Joseph D. Quillian, Jr. 

Milligan College, Milligan College, Dr. Donald G. Sahli 

Scarritt College, Nashville, Hugh C. Stuntz, president 

Siena College, Memphis, Sister Raymunda, president 

Southern Missionary College, Collegedale, F. O. Rittenhouse, dean 

Southwestern at Memphis, Memphis, Peyton M. Rhodes, president 

Tennessee Wesleyan College, Athens, Le Roy A. Martin, president 

Trevecca Nazarene College, Nashville, A. B. Mackey, president 

Union University, Jackson, W. F. Jones, president 

University of Chattanooga, Chattanooga, David A. Lockmiller, president 

The University of the South, Sewanee, Edward McCrady, acting president 

The University of Tennessee School of Social Work, Nashville, Sue Spencer, 
director 

Vanderbilt University, Nashville, Harvin Branscomb, chancelor 

William Jennings Bryan University, Dayton, Judson A. Rudd, president 


TEXAS 


Austin College, Sherman, W. B. Guerrant, president 

Butler College, Tyler, Claude Meals, president 

Clifton College, Clifton, Rev. O. G. Salveson, president 

Daniel Baker College, Brownwood, Wilford O. Cross, president 

Decatur Baptist College, Decatur, Oliver D. Riley, assistant to president 

Hardin-Simmons University, Abilene, Rupert N. Richardson, president 

Jacksonville College, Jacksonville, Gerald D. Kellar, president 

LeTourneau Technical Institute of Texas, Longview, Conrad Vernon, associate 
dean and registrar 

St. Edward’s University, Austin, Brother Edmund Hunt, president 

St. Mary’s University, San Antonio, Louis J. Blume, S. M. president 

Schreiner College, Kerrville, Andrew Edington, president 

South Texas College, Houston, W. H. Randolph, director 

Southwestern Bible Institute, Waxahachie, M. E. Collins, president 

Southwestern University, Georgetown, William C. Finch, president 

Texas Christian University, Fort Worth, M. E. Sadler, president 

Texas Lutheran College, Seguin, William L. Kraushaar, president 

Texas Wesleyan College, Fort Worth, L. A. W. Saul, president 
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The University of Corpus Christi, Corpus Christi, A. M. Witherington, dean and 
acting president 


Wayland College, Plainview, J .W. Marshall, president ' 
Texas Southern College, Houston, R. O’Hara Lanier, president f 
: 
VERMONT i 

Marlboro College, Brattleboro, Arthur H. Glogau, dean 
St. Michael’s College, Winooski, J. P. Lyond, president 
j 


VIRGINIA 


Bridgewater College, Bridgewater, Warren D. Bowman, president 

Hampden-Sydney College, Hampden-Sydney, Edgar G. Gammon, president 

Randolph Macon College, Ashland, J. Earl Moreland, president 

Virginia Technological Seminary and College, Lynchburg, M. C. Allen, secre- 
tury, trustee board, and president of college 


WASHINGTON 


Pacific Lutheran College, Parkland, S. C. Easthold, president 

St. Martin’s College, Olympia, Raphael Reider, president 

Seattle Pacific College, Seattle, C. Hoyt Watson, president 

Seattle University, Seattle, Rev. A. Lemineux, S. J. 

Walla Walla College, College Place, H. L. Sonnenberg. academic dean 
Whitman College, Walla Walla, Chester C. Maxery, president 
Whitworth College, Spokane, Frank F. Warren, president 


= 


WEST VIRGINIA 


Bethany College, Bethany, W. H. Cramblet, president 

Bluefield College, Bluefield, Charles L. Harman, president 

Morris Harvey College, Charleston, Marshall Buckalew, vice president and 
treasurer 

Salem College, Salem, K. D. Hurley, president 

Stover College, Harpers Ferry, Leroy D. Johnson, vice president and dean 


WISCONSIN 


Beloit College, Beloit, Carey Croneis, president 

Carroll College, Waumesha, W. E. Kaufmann, vice president 

Immaculate Conception Seminary, Oconomowoc, August T. Zeller, vice president 
Marquette University, Milwaukee, E. J. O’Donnel, 8. J., president 

Milton College, Milton Junction, Carroll L. Hill, president 

Nashotah House Theological Seminary, Nashotah, William H. Nes, dean 

Ripon College, Ripon, Clark G. Kuebler, president 

St. Lawrence College, Mount Calvary, Rev. Gerald Walker, rector 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Georgetown University, Hunter Guthrie, president 
The American University, James J. Robbins, acting president 





APPENDIx B 


STATEMENT BY JOHN E. FIELDS, VICE PRESIDENT, UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN 
CALIFORNIA 


Having read portions of the testimony already presented to you, I would, in 
the interest of brevity, prefer to avoid restating many of the arguments advanced 
or, for that matter, attempting to reply to much of the testimony previously 
taken. We offer for your consideration a point of view that possibly has not 
had the circulation it properly deserves. 

I wish to bring out three points: First, the reasons we favor the Springer 
amendment; second, points that have been raised against the Springer amend- 
ment; and third, clarification of two implications that have been made in 
testimony before this committee. Throughout my statement, I will use the 





an 


pana hae A IEE OMA, DUG LLA EY ER 


stl es 


VETERANS READJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1952 267 


term “Springer amendment,” even though I realize that such an amendment has 
not formally been offered in the Senate. 1 notice from the testimony that 
everyone is familiar with its provisions, and in order to save the time of saying, 
in each instance, that we favor direct payment of tuition to the institution and 
separate payment of subsistence to the veteran, I will merely refer to our 
position as the Springer amendment. 


I. ON THE FIRST POINT, WHY WE FAVOR THE SPRINGER AMENDMENT 


1. The Springer amendment provides the veteran with greater freedom of 
choice, and encourages him to exercise greater care, in selecting that particular 
school—public or private—that offers the greatest promise of developing his 
particular talents. 

2. The Springer amendment encourages the veteran to consider the oppor- 
tunity of attending a small college as well as a large institution. 

3. The Springer amendment partially removes the discrimination in treatment 
that will occur under the Teague bill between Wor'd War II and Korean veterans. 
For example, the Office of Education reports 388,000 World War II veterans in 
college attendance in the fall of the current academic year. Although this num- 
ber will diminish over the next several years, it will probably remain at least 
at a quarter of a million in 1952-53, at which time there will possibly be an 
equal number of Korean veterans entering institutions of higher learning. In 
the instance of a World War II veteran attending a tax-supported institution 
with an annual tuition rate of $90 per year, the World War II veteran will be 
receiving $75 per month for subsistence, while the Korean veteran in the same 
school will be receiving $100 per month for subsistence. 

4. The Springer amendment comes closer to realization of the statement of 
policy of H. R. 7656 than does the provision of the bill as presently stated. The 
aim of the bill is “aiding such persons in attaining the educational and training 
status which they might normally have aspired to attain, had they not served 
their country.” We feel strongly that the lump-sum payment invites the veteran 
to attend a tax-supported institution, and thereby even tends to divert students 
from their original plans. 

5. The Springer amendment helps to maintain the present equilibrium and 
balance between public and private institutions of higher learning. ‘The author 
of H. R. 7656 has stated that he feels the veteran would not be influenced one 
way or another in his choice of schools, as between the lump-sum payment and the 
Springer amendment method. However, the United States Commissioner of 
Education, in his testimony here on Wednesday, stated in two instances that 
there would be a difference in the distribution of students, with the largest 
emphasis on the public institutions, which are now at equilibrium in enrollment 
with private schools in terms of civilian students. The Commissioner tended to 
minimize such a difference, but he did acknowledge that there would be a dif- 
ference. In this, many college presidents concur, to put it mildly, with the 
Commissioner. Therefore, since there is a considerable bulk of evidence that 
there would be a disproportionate number of veterans economically pressured 
into attending tax-supported schools, we favor the Springer amendment tui- 
tion arrangement, which will tend to maintain the desired equilibrium. 


Il, OUR SECOND TOPIC: POINTS WHICH HAVE BEEN BROUGHT OUT AGAINST THE 
SPRINGER AMENDMENT 


1. The Honorable Olin Teague, author of H. R. 7656, stated before this com- 
mittee on Tuesday that “direct payment to the veteran has the following advan- 
tages: 

(a) “It will eliminate the necessity of rate fixing and contracts, and 
greatly reduce administrative costs.” 

We believe that the Springer amendment, which calls for a tuition arrange 
ment directly between the student and the school, eliminates equally the 
necessity of rate fixing and contracts and reduces equally administrative 
costs. 

(b) “It will create an interest on the part of the veteran to use his allow 
ance wisely.” 

We are convinced that under the Springer amendment the veteran would 
be no less interested in spending his allowance wisely. 

(c) “It will place the veteran on identically the same basis as a non- 
veteran.” 
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Actually the Springer amendment does more than H. R. 7656 as presently 
written in accomplishing this, because the bill actually allows a veteran 
to be charged more tuition than a nonveteran, which provision is eliminated 
by the Springer amendment. 

(ad) “It will allow the veteran to choose his own school and use his allow- 
ance in any school as he sees fit.” 

The same can be said equally of the Springer amendment. 

(e) “It will create an element of self-aid or self-participation for the 
veteran,” 

For reasons previously mentioned, the Springer amendment would accom- 
plish this equally as well if not better. 

(f) “Payments will be made in arrears to the veteran, thus eliminating 
the costly overpayments which occurred during the World War II program.” 

In this report there is no difference whatsoever in the provisions of the 
bill and the provisions of the Springer amendment. 

2. The opposition to the Springer amendment has frequently said, including 
before this subcommittee, that the “predominance of evidence from educational 
people” is in favor of the system of lump-sum payment to the veteran. The 
United States Commissioner of Education volunteered in his testimony before 
this committee on Wednesday that “the vast majority of institutions would 
favor” the Teague bill. I realize that various statistical material has been pre- 
sented to this committee, but I should like to clear up what appears to be some 
misunderstanding of these figures. 

First, about the survey of opinion which the American Council on Education 
conducted last summer and published August 12, 1951: This questionnaire had 
four different choices. The first three choices had this in common—payment 
of tuition directly to the institution, the only major difference hetween these 
three choices being on the amount of tuition and the amount (if any) of sub- 
sistence to be paid directly to the veteran. The fourth-choice wording bears 
repeating even once more: “A flat rate monthly payment directly to the veteran 
which he apply on the sum total cost of his education.” In my opinion, you could 
not write a more accurate description of H. R. 7656. Cumulative votes favoring 
the payment of tuition and fees to the institution totaled: 351 public school 
and 577 private school: for flat-rate payment to veteran: 27 public and 12 
private. On May 2 of this year in Chicago at the annual meeting of the Amer- 
ican Council on Education, numerous representatives and members of the coun- 
cil questioned whether or not the total membership clearly understood the impli- 
cations of method of payment in the bills offered by Congressman Teague and 
Congressman Rankin, which we understood were soon to be considered. The 
result of this discussion was a resolution adopted by the whole membersbip at 
the annual business meeting of the council calling upon the officers and staff 
of the council to poll the membership at once, and immediately to inform the 
House Veterans’ Affairs Committee that such a poll was under way and that 
the result would be supplied as soon as available, On June 2, the president of 
the American Conncil on Education, in a letter to Congressman Rankin, revealed 
the following: The poll showed 39 percent of the schools in favor of the Teague 
hill, while 61 percent favored some method of payment wherein tuition (or part 
thereof) would be paid directly to the institution. 

In interpreting the questionnaire, which did not specifically mention the exact 
method of payment under the Springer amendment, the president of the council 
indicated that only 48 schools could be assumed to favor the Springer amendment. 

We now have signed statements from executive officers of 429 private schools 
signifying that they favor the Springer amendment and indicating that the 
names of their institutions may be so represented. 





It, ON THE THIRD POINT, IN TESTIMONY HERE TUESDAY CONGRESSMAN TEAGUE STATED 
HAT HIS “PRINCIPAL REASON” FOR FAVORING OF THE LUMP SUM PAYMENT WAS 
“SIMPLIFICATION OF ADMINISTRATION” 


We submit that the method of payment under the Springer amendment would 
involve no more, if as much, administrative machinery and operations as under 
the Iump-sum payment. In all probability the lump-sum payment will necessitate 
2a monthly inspection by the Veterans’ Administration of the total academic 


program of each veteran in order to insure that during the course of the term 
he has not changed his course or dropped courses, so that his subsistence allow- 
ance should he reduced accordingly. The Snringer amendment. to be sure, 
provides for one extra check to be written during each term. However, the 
tuition payment arrangement in the Springer amendment would enable a simpli- 
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fication of the monthly attendance reporting process which is required in order 
that the veteran be paid his subsistence. In our opinion, therefore, it is possible 
that the Springer amendment would afford an even greater simplification of 
administrative procedure than the lump-sum payment which is provided in 
H. R. 7656. 

The third point.—Now I would like to corrrect two major impressions or impli- 
cations which have been generally circulated by opponents of the Springer amend- 
ment and which cast aspersions upon the privately controlled, nonprofit institu- 
tions of higher learning in this country. 

1. In a news dispatch of the Associated Press of May 28, the inference was 
made that the private institutions of higher learning were attempting to block 
payment of benefits to Korean veterans. This same implication has been re- 
flected in testimony and arguments in the House of Representatives. For in- 
stance, the news dispatch stated: “The bill’s sponsor said the hitch (or road 
block) developed from last-minute opposition by a group of private school oper- 
ators to key points of the veterans’ measure.” I would like to submit to you 
names of 429 such “private school operators,” which include such names as 
Columbia, Johns Hopkins, Cornell, New York University, LaFayette, Syracuse, 
Brown, Georgetown, Boston University, Vanderbilt, Oglethorpe, Tulane, Texas 
Christian, Beloit, Illinois Institute of Technology, University of Chicago, Mac- 
alester, Oberlin, Stanford—I could go on at some length—for 400 more, if you 
wish. 

2. It has been consistently said before this committee that this bill is intended 
to provide aid to the veteran—not Federal aid to education. The Commissioner 
of Education stated to you: “The thing that keeps coming up in my mind is that 
this is to educate veterans, and not to subsidize institutions of higher learning.” 
This is a most unfortunate implication, because it is obviously directed at the 
privately controlled, nonprofit institutions of higher learning. A lengthy rebuttal 
of this point could be presented, which temptation I will resist. It is a simple 
fact that in virtually no instance in the United States does the tuition paid by the 
student to a private nonprofit institution of higher learning actually cover the 
cost of his education. 

May I now introduce to you, to accent our position, Dr. Charles J. Turck, 
president of Macalester College of St. Paul. Dr. Turck is a former president of 
the Association of American Colleges, which represents 682 institutions of higher 
learning, and an immediate past member of the executive committee of the 
American Council on Education. 


NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF HOME BUILDERS, 
June 18, 1952. 
Hon. Lister HI 1, 
Chairman, Subcommittee of Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
Washington, D. C. 

Deak SENATOR HiLu_: This association is the trade organization of the private 
home building industry with a membership of approximately 25,000 grouped in 
195 local associations. We estimate that our members build approximately 75 
to SO percent of all new housing produced in metropolitan areas. This associa- 
tion is the only national spokesman for the private residential construction 
industry. 

This association approves the proposal contained in H. R. 7656 to provide vet- 
erans of the Korean conflict with certain benefits now enjoyed by veterans of 
World War II. More particularly we approve of the provision allowing Korean 
veterans to secure homes of their own through the guaranteed home-loan pro- 
gram. Our members are producing many thousands of such homes for veterans 
of World War II. 

There is another provision of the bill, contained in sections 304 and 307, how- 
ever, which we believe should receive serious reconsideration, The language 
here proposed seeks to require: 


(a) That builders expressly warrant to veteran purchasers certain things 
with regard to houses sold them. 

(6) That appraisals of dwellings will be denied if they are related to per- 
sons who have previously been “identified” with veteran housing deemed 
below standard or as to which undesirable practices have been employed. 

(c) That the VA withhold the benefits of the Servicemen’s Readjustment 
Act with respect to housing financed by any lender who had failed to meet 
certain standards to be determined by the Veterans’ Administration. 
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With the abstract purposes of such a proposal, few sincere and well-meaning 
people could disagree. However, as so often happens, there is a considerable 
difference between the laudable intent behind the language employed in this pro- 
posal and the practical effect that the words used will have if enacted into law. 

It is for this reason that we respectfully ask that these sections of the bill be 
set aside and considered at a later time when more careful and complete exam- 
ination and consideration may be given to the matter. This should certainly 
include public hearings at which representatives of the industry may have an 
opportunity to testify. As this committee knows, a select committee, under 
Representative Olin E. Teague, is now conducting hearings on this general 
subject but has not vet had an opportunity to render its report. Beyond that, 
under a special resolution a subcommittee of the House Banking and Currency 
Committee, under the chairmanship of Albert Rains, is also conducting extensive 
hearings in all parts of the Nation but has not yet had the opportunity to make 
its report. 

In the last 7 years approximately $9 billion worth of VA-financed homes have 
been built. A like amount may well be constructed in the next 7 years. It can 
be readily seen, therefore, that the dollar volume of business to be conducted 
and thus affected by the language contained in this bill is of such proportion 
and, therefore, of such consequence to the veteran and to industry as a whole that 
most careful consideration should be given to any language drawn for these 
purposes. We are informed that the two investigating committees mentioned 
above expect to complete their work within the next few weeks. Therefore, a 
postponement by this committee of the so-called home-loan warranty language 
would not work such hardships as to justify the danger of possible hasty, inade- 
quately considered language at this time and without the benefits of these com- 
mittees’ considered judgment and recommendations. 

Your committee shou’d know that neither this association, nor any representa- 
tive of the private residential construction industry, was given the opportunity, 
nor invited. to testify with regard to such language at the time this measure was 
considered by the House of Representatives. At the same time, we should point 
out that your committee has decided to hold no hearings on the subject. We 
submit that it is most unusual for the Congress to legislate on matters of this 
consequence without affording all interested groups an adequate opportunity to 
be heard. Again, we must point out to you that the builders whom we represent 
are producing between 75 and 80 percent of all the veteran housing produced, 
and yet we have not been heard on this subject of vital importance to the 
industry. 

Since your committee has not given us the opportunity to testify, we respect- 
fully request that this letter and the attached memorandum of comment be 
reviewed by you and made a part of the record of your proceeding. 

Cordially, 
JOHN M. DIcKERMAN, 
Assistant Executive Vice President. 


MEMORANDUM ON MANDATORY FEDERAL WARRANTY AND OTHER PROVISIONS IN 
H. R. 7656 


NAHB FAVORS VOLUNTARY WARRANTIES BY INDUSTRY 


The National Association of Home Builders represents the privately financed 
home building industry, with approximately 25,000 members grouped in 195 
affiliated local associations. It helieves that the rights of veteran home buyers 
and of home builders throughout the country can best be protected and asserted 
through voluntary methods and progressive action from within the home build- 
ing industry itself rather than through compulsion of Federal law as now pro- 
posed in H, R. 7656. 

The NAHB has been working vigorously for some years toward this end. 
Our code of ethics includes the affirmation that “American homes should be well 
designed, well constructed, and well located * * *.” The association’s hous- 
ing policy statement for 1952 (adopted at our convention in January) affirms 
that “as a part of a progressive industry which recognizes its responsibilities to 
the American public, the members of this association stand behind the homes 
they build.” Moreover, in a very specific and concrete fashion, the association 
has concentrated upon the developraent among all members of a sense of pridé 
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in and responsibility for their product. This is embodied in a home owner’s 
service policy which has been developed by NAHB and which our affiliated local 
associations are now moving rapidly toward establishing as a standard for their 
members. (A copy of a model home owner's service policy is attached to this 
memorandum, ) 

The officers, members and staff of this association have cooperated to the 
fullest extent in recent congressional investigations of housing. In a letter 
dated May 1, 1952, to the Honorable Albert Rains, chairman, Subcommittee on 
Housing, Banking and Currency Committee, House of Representatives, President 
Alan E. Brockbank of this association stated: 

“May I again assure you that I and the NAHB stand ready to cooperate at all 
times with your subcommittee and any other committee of the Congress toward 
sound progress in home building, to the end that we may accomplish our objective 
of producing through private enterprise for the American public the best possible 
house at the lowest feasible cost.” 

(A copy of this letter is attached to this memorandum. Also attached is an 
excerpt from the record of the May 19, 1952, hearing before the House Commit- 
tee on Banking and Currency, on extension of the Defense Production Act, in 
which Congressman Rains expressly complimented Mr. Brockbank and the asso- 
ciation for the cooperation given to his committee in various sections of the 
country.) No opportunity whatever, of course, was afforded the builders, prior 
to passage of the provisions of this bill, to present evidence, state views, or be 
consulted in any way as to the language or wisdom of the sections now in title 
III of H. R. 7656. 

The idea of a voluntary home owner's service policy has had amazing success 
within the home building industry. At a meeting of the elected board of direc- 
tors of NAHB on May 28, 1952, over three-quarters of the entire builder mem- 
bership representatives were able to state that, by action of local associations, 
they are now giving or preparing to give this policy to the home buyers. Further- 
more, experience showed clearly that natural competition within the industry 
rapidly forced all builders, even those who are not members of NAHB, to issue a 
policy or warranty voluntarily once the leading builders in an area did so. 

The NAHB believes that the home-building industry has clearly demonstrated 
its ability to recognize and foster a worthy addition to its business—the volun- 
tary home builder’s warranty. In addition, of course, this association has 
taken other action also to improve the general level of building techniques and 
building practices and to eliminate shoddy home construction. It maintains 
a technical service department which has been consistently laboring to improve 
technical competence of builders and to promote the use of the latest and best 
construction practices. As part of this program, the association has prepared 
manuals of information for builders to give to their home buyers, a method of 
transmitting suggestions to the purchaser for the proper care and maintenance 
of his new home. Builders who have proved most successful in improving con- 
struction have conducted a series of meetings known as “Operation Trade 
Secret” for the benefit of the entire industry. (Copies of the Manual of Infor- 
mation and of a brochure on “Operation Trade Secret” are attached to this 
memorandum. ) 

The responsible home builders in this country, who constitute the great ma- 
jority of all home builders, believe that the home-building industry itself will very 
soon achieve a 100 percent participation in this voluntary plan. These builders 
stand squarely behind their product. They believe that the home-building in- 
dustry should be given the credit which it has earned for the millions of fine 
homes which have been built since World War II. They believe the industry 
should be given the opportunity to proceed without interference by the Federal 
Government in its very successful voluntary policing program. 

NAHB therefore recommends and strongly urges that the Congress delay 
action on the warranty provisions of H. R. 7656 for at least 1 year. Imposition 
of a mandatory Federal warranty in this bill will effectively throttle the 
voluntary action of builders now so rapidly approaching its industry-wide goal. 
One year more should see its complete suecess, done in the Traditional American 
fashion by the builders themselves. 


THE MANDATORY WARRANTY AND RBLACKLISTING PROVISIONS OF H. R. 7656 WILL 
HURT BOTH VETERANS AND HOME BUILDERS 

1. The mandatory Federal warranty (sec. 804 of H. R. 7656, adding sec. 504 

(c) to the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944).—By unanimous vote at its 

May 1952 meeting, the board of directors of the National Association of Home 
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Builders voiced full opposition to the wording of the mandatory warranty provi- 
sions in section 304 of H. R. 7656. Quite rightly they consider the provisions 
of this bill to constitute punishment of the many for the faults of a very, very few. 
It is legislation on the basis of a few “horrible examples” of an otherwise 
outstandingly fine production, 

These provisions of the bill are unquestionably an invasion of the private con- 
tractual rights of citizens, home builders and home buyers alike, contrary to the 
letter and spirit of the American way of life. More than that, however, they 
place a home builder in the position of being “guilty,” under the warranty, before 
he starts a home, because of the inherent nature of home building. 

It is in the nature of the home building business that every new house must go 
through a period of breaking-in, settlement, and minor repair after its new owner 
takes possession. This is true no matter how sound and well-constructed the 
house is. Even the newly reconstructed White House, for example, was found 
to have small roof leaks and other minor defects after work had been completed, 
and President Truman had moved back into it. The same is true for almost every 
home built, no matter how responsible the builder. This is contrary to the 
usual situation in which warranties are extended as part of the purchase of a 
product. For most products, the need for additional work by the producer is the 
rare exception. In home building it is the builders’ usual practice and experience, 
and the overwhelming majority of home builders voluntarily take care of these 
matters as a natural part of their ordinary course of business in building and 
selling houses. 

In light of these facts, which the builders were never given the opportunity 
to present to the House of Representatives prior to the passage of H. R. 7656, the 
broad effect of the mandatory Federal warranty becomes evident. For every 
house built or sold with aid of federally guaranteed or insured financing, under 
the bill the builder faces the possibility of a law suit. The terms of the bill, 
indeed, invite the litigation. 

The warranty, as part of an overriding Federal statute, imposes a liability 
upon the builder quite over and above his common-law liability for the sale of 
a sound product or his liability upon the warranty which he gives voluntarily 
with his houses. In place of a satisfactory buyer-seller agreement on any addi- 
tional work needed after the buyer takes title, the builder is faced with the 
prospect of endless controversy involving both Government red tape and Federal 
court actions. (We have seen recently a glaring example of how Federal inter- 
ference with normal dispute settlement can result in a paralysis of an entire 
industry. ) 

Needless to say, this prospect can have only this consequence: The conscien- 
tious, responsible home builder will either be forced to abandon altogether this 
field of marketing and building houses or he will have to set aside much more 
of a fund per house than is the present practice to cover this broad Federal 
liability. In the latter case, both cost and price of his houses are forced sub- 
stantially higher. In either case, the net result is to drive the responsible home 
builder away from the use of federally insured or guaranteed loans and at the 
same time to leave this field wide open for the irresponsible, unconscionable 
builder who will stay in order to take advantage of Federal aid. Thus, the 
purpose of the bill will be defeated simply by its effect and operation upon the 
mass of individual home builders. 

If the warranty as now written were interpreted so that a builder was 
“deemed to have expressly warranted” to the purchaser that the house was in 
“substantial conformity” with the plans or specifications on which the purchaser 
eontracted for the house, the business of home building would be even more 
seriously disrupted. Just as it is true that there may be things to be done to 
a new house after completion, so also is it true that a builder may be forced by 
material supplies or terrain features to alter in many respects his initial sale 
plans and specifications for building a house, without changing the value of his 
product. In such cases, the builder could never anticipate whether a buyer would 
agree to the change and hence would certainly not be willing to sell a house 
prior to completion. This, in turn, would drastically curtail the marketing of 
present great low-cost home projects and, in due course, their construction as 
well. Again, this would not deter the unscrupulous builder, 

It is not a question of the home builder not wishing to be responsible for his 
product. He is now responsible and considers it a requirement of sound ethical 
business that he continue to be so and that he require all in his industry to 
stand 100 percent behind their product. But the mere fact that an all-embracing 
mandatory warranty exists in Federal law is sufficient to place the home builder 
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constantly and consistently, because of the nature of his business and his prod- 
uct, into diverse and recurring difficulties with his home buyers and the Federa 
agencies with which he must deal. This, again, will not operate to shut out 
the fringe type of builder who has brought discredit to the industry, but it will 
drive away the responsible builders who constitute the vast majority of home 
builders. These men have no desire to become enmeshed in a complex of prob- 
lems under a Federal warranty in which the correct extent of their legitimate 
liability on a new house is very apt to be misunderstood or simply ignored. 

In this bill, for example, the warranty is to run 1 year “from the date of 
initial occupancy.” Yet, in many instances, a new house is not occupied by a 
new owner, or a new owner’s tenant, for a long period of time after the date of 
transfer of title. The house remains vacant and subject to vandalism and 
neglect. Because of the owner's failure to occupy the house, the builder may not 
be notified of a minor defect until it has caused major damage to the house, 
which the builder was not able to prevent but would be liable for under the bill’s 
warranty. 

It is clearly evident that the only real way in which the unscrupulous builder 
‘an be driven out of home building is by the voluntary action of the industry 
itself. For this reason, the NAHB respectfully requests that Congress give the 
industry the opportunity of achieving this goal before resorting to interference 
by statute, as in this bill. 

2. The blacklist provisions (secs. 804 and 307 of H. R. 7656, adding secs. 504 
(d) and 514 to the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944).—The language of 
this bill is so general that any home builder will long hesitate before running 
the serious risk, in spite of his homes being 100 percent sound, of incurring the 
displeasure of his local VA office. Defective housing is one thing, but writing 
“vuilt by association” into the housing laws is another matter. That is precisely 
the effect of the new section 504 (d). 

How could a builder, for example, prove that he was not in any way “identi- 
fied with,” in the minds of VA officials, “housing previously sold to veterans under 
this title as to which substantial deficiencies have been discovered, or as to which 
there has been a failure or indicated inability to discharge contractual liabili- 
ties to veterans, or as to which it is ascertained that the type of contract of sale 
or the methods or practices pursued in relation to the marketing of such property 
were unfair or unduly prejudicial to veteran purchasers?” 

A builder, in order to avoid having the Administrator refuse to appraise his 
dwellings or housing projects, must prove not only that he himself has not sold 
defective housing, or failed to discharge contractual liabilities, or used unfair 
contracts or methods of sale, but, since the Administrator may claim that the 
builder is a person “identified with” such matters, the builder may be forced to 
prove that some third party is not so guilty under the law. 

In addition, there is no limitation on the Administrator’s diseretion in making 
such general findings a basis for action against a builder. Yet the builder suffers 
severe penalties any time the Administrator exercises this unfettered discretion 
under this section of the law. There is no provision in the bill as it now stands, 
for example, for any hearing or findings of fact prior to exercise of the Adminis- 
trator’s discretion to blacklist a builder. There are no standards for the exercise 
of this discretion to guide the Administrator or the builders or any courts which 
might have to pass upon these provisions. In fact, there is no appeal for a 
builder. The rights of a builder as a citizen (and in many eases he also is a 
veteran) have been entirely ignored in these provisions of the bill, contrary io 
the usual practice of the Congress in delegating broad authority to Executive 
discretion These objections apply equally, of course, to both the new section 
504 (d) and the new section 514, as set forth in this bill. 

It is clear, in light of the above discussion, that the responsible builders’ 
practical reaction may well be not to build houses with GI financing. Thus, the 


provisions in this bill might effectively close the door upon the very benefits 
Which Congress has in mil ‘ail 


1d in this act yet fail to accomplish their purpose. 


In addition, of course, the attitude of the mortgage lenders cannot fail to be 
affected by this legislation. Already hesitant, they will be increasingly reluctant 
to finance veterans housing in face of these provisions 

First, the building program for veterans has been severely handicapped by 
Government-reguilated inflexible interest rates which have resulted in money 


being channelled away from use in VA loans Secondly, the veterans particu 
larly among home buyers have ben hard hit by the very tight direct Government 
credit controls (regulation X and related orders), making it very difficult. if 
not impossible, for them to buy homes. Now the provisions of this bill may 
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well result in destroying the veterans’ market altogether by simply making it 
too hazardous to utilize the GI loan program. 

It is astonishing that these provisions which have been discussed in this 
memorandum passed the House of Representatives without any presentation or 
consultation whatever from the home-building industry. They go now to the 
Senate for consideration without benefit of any real factual record for support 
and at the very time when at least two committees of the House (the Rains sub- 
committee of the Committee on Banking and Currency and the Teague select 
committee of the House) are invesigating the entire subject-matter and holding 
hearings on the very points here at issue. 

Surely, any regard for orderly presentation and observance of the rights of 
all affected parties suggests at once that the questions of mandatory Federal 
warranty and of the delegation of unrestricted discretionary power to the 
Veterans’ Administrator should not be passed upon until the records of investiga- 
tions and the reports of these committees are made available to the Senate. It is 
unfair to all concerned to have to deal in the abstract with these very practical 
and far-reaching problems. 

For this reason, therefore, as well as because the home builders believe that 
they are well on their way to correcting the faults in their industry, in a much 
more effective manner than it could be done by Federal statute, the National 
Association of Home Builders strongly and emphatically urges upon the Con- 
gress that the mandatory Federal warranty and the blacklisting provisions of 
title IIL of H. R. 7656 not be passed at this time. They will not accomplish their 
purpose. They will seriously disrupt and change the home-building industry. 
They are not founded upon the factual records or the reports of the committees 
responsible for investigating the subject. They will hurt both veterans and home 
builders. 

The home-building industry has demonstrated its desire and proved by its 
efforts that it stands four-square for well-constructed, low-cost homes. At 
every opportunity, it has cooperated with the Congress and with the veterans’ 
organizations toward this goal. The National Association of Home Builders, 
therefore, respectfully requests that recommendations made herein be given 
serious consideration te the end that Congress may not inadvertently defeat the 
very purpose of this icgislation. 

Mr. Rains. I want to compliment you on being what I think is a very informa- 
tive and convincing witness. In the subcommittee hearings that we have had 
across the Nation, along with Mr. Cole and the other members of the committee, 
all agree that your organization has been very helpful to us, and we are especially 
impressed with this—well, you can call it performance bond or warranty or what- 
ever you want to call it, that you are now working with, because I think the com- 
mittee has come to believe that somehow or other the purchaser must have some 
sort of assurance that the house is what it was sold to him to be. So I hope that 
you will put into complete fulfillment your plan to see that the purchaser gets some 
type of warranty along that line. 

In the various sections of the country in which our subcommittee has gone, 
your regional vice presidents have appeared before us and we have found them 
very helpful. Later on we would like to have your organization appear in a 
hearing here in Washington, in which we are going to wind up our hearings, and 
we would like to have your ideas in helping us to write a report. 

Mr. BrocKBANK. We would very much enjoy such an opportunity, and I want 
to assure you that if any area you go to you do not find that type of cooperation, 
I wish vou would let me know about it. I will see that you get it. 

Mr. Ratns. Thank you. That is all. 


NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF HOME BUILDERS, 
Washington, D. C., May 1, 1952. 
Hon. ArrertT RATNs, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Housing, 
Banking and Currency Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear ConcressMAN Ratns: As president of the National Association of 
Home Builders, I respectfully request that your committee incorporate this 
letter as part of the record of hearings on its House Resolution 436. 

The National Association of Home Builders is the trade association of the 
privately financed home-building industry. It has a membership of approxi- 
mately 25.000 grouped in 195 affiliated local associations. We estimate that our 
members build approximately 75 to 80 percent of all new homes produced in 
metropolitan areas 
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WHAT MR. TRUMAN NEEDS IS A 
“HOME OWNER'S SERVICE POLICY” 
AND MAINTENANCE MANUAL! 
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This shows that EVERY house, no matter how expensive or well built, requires 
a "breaking in” period of adjustment. Why not give your buyers some type 
of printed information which will aid them in keeping their new home new? 
Copies of such a booklet, printed by the NAHB or your local association, 
are available at small cost through your local association. 


Excerpt from transcript of hearing, May 19, 1952, pp. 2101-2102, House 
tives, Committee on Banking and Currency, on H. R. 6546, a bill to amend 
Defense Production Act of 1950] 
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We believe that this subcommittee is aware that the National Association of 
Home Builders is fully willing to cooperate in every effort to improve the general 
level of building techniques and building practices and to eliminate shoddy con- 
struction. It is our considered opinion, however, that this can best be accom- 
plished by voluntary methods and by progressive thinking from within the indus- 
try itself, rather than by compulsion, 

This association has for some years worked toward this end. One of our 
basic purposes, incorporated in our constitution, is to “advocate and encourage 
the constant improvement of home-buiiding techniques and practices.” Our code 
of ethies incluces, among other things, affirmation that “American homes should 
be well designed, well constructed, and well located.” 

I assure you that these are not empty words. They express accurately the 
sincere intent of our membership. Through its national association, the home- 
building industry has taken vigorous and effective action to improve home- 
building techniques and practices and to recognize its responsib.iities to tne 
American public. 

Some 5 years ago we established within our association a technical service 
department, which has been constantly laboring to improve technical competence 
of builders and to promote the use of the latest and best construction practices. 
During 1951 we conducted a series of meetings known as operation trade secret 
at which those builders who have proved most successful in improving consiruc- 
tion and reducing costs described their methods for the benefit of the entire 
industry. A pamphlet describing this campaign is attached for the information 
of your subcommittee. These meetings have been so successful that we propose 
to continue them during 1952 and in succeeding years as a part of our permanent 
efforts toward improvement of the industry. 

With respect to recognition by builders of their responsibilities to their cus- 
tomers, the attitude of this association is expressed in its policy statement for 
1952 (adopted at our convention in January). We aflirm that “as part of a 
progressive industry which recognizes its responsibilities to the American public, 
the members of this association stand behind the homes they build.” 

For some years the overwhelming majority of home builders have, like progres- 
sive businessmen in most other industries, sought ways and means of expressing 
to their customers this recognition of responsibility. Within this association 
we have for at least 38 years been considering the preparation of some form of 
written assurance which builders could give their customers. Many of our 
members have for years voluntarily furnished their customers with written 
statements of some sort. These differed widely, depending upon applicable law, 
local custom, and customer preference. Our study showed that it was difficult, 
if not impossible, to develop a standard form of assurance which could be recom- 
mended for uniform national use. The legal as well as the personal relation- 
ships between home builder and home purchaser are highly complieated. Any 
standard form, we found, would have varying effects in different localities and 
would thus require the insertion of numerous qualifying clauses and careful 
adaptation for practically each case, if it were to be fair to the builder as well 
as the customer. 

Consequently, we have concentrated upon the development among our members 
of a sense of pride in and responsibility for their product. We have developed 
a sugzested home owner’s service policy which, in our opinion, can serve as a 
model. Enelosed for your information are copy of such home owner’s service 
policy, copy of a manual of information containing suggestions to the purchaser 
for the care and maintenance of his new home, and copy of a covering memoran- 
dum with which this material was circulated to our membership. 

Our afliliated local associations are now moving rapidly toward establishing 
this service policy and accompanying manual as standard procedure for their 
members. We are confident that within the next few months the great majority 
of the members of this association will be employing this procedure and that it 
will, in itself, go far toward eliminating complaints of the type which your 
subcommittee has been hearing. 

As the subcommittee may be aware, similar material is already in use in many 
of our affiliated associations. We are confident that its widespread use will 
reduce, if not eliminate (at least among the membership of this association), 
that small fraction of defective construction which gives rise to complaints of 
the type that your subeommittee has had before it. 

As a further step this association has encouraged the establishment in its 
affiliated local associations of “grievance committees” to which complaints could 
be referred in those instances where the responsibility of the builder for the 
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conditions complained of was contested and those cases (happily infrequent) 
in which the builder refused to accept responsibility for clearly defective 
construction. 

We think your subcommittee will agree, from its investigation thus far, that 
justified complaints are but an infinitesimal fraction of housing production. 

We submit that voluntary efforts of the industry to reduce and, if possible, 
eliminate even this small fraction should be accepted as sufficient without legis- 
lation which, in attempting to correct a small amount of defective construction, 
hampers and makes more costly the production of sound housing by 9S or 99 
percent of our industry. 

Virtually every one of our association’s activities is directed to this over-all 
objective of producing better and more economical houses. One project, in 
particular, has a direct relation to the efforts, cited above, to make our members 
more acutely conscious of the need to produce the best quality product possible. 
I refer to our professional training committee, established this year for the 
purpose of encouraging (1) adult builders to take refresher courses in modern 
construction methods and (2) to work with institulions of higher learning in 
developing curricula for well-rounded building courses leading to a degree in 
home building. 

May I again assure you that I and the NAHB stand ready to cooperate at all 
times with your subcommittee and any other commiitee of the Congress toward 
sound progress in home building, to the end that we may accomplish our objective 
of producing through private enterprise for the American public the best possible 
house at the lowest feasible cost. 

Respectfully, 
ALAN E. BrocksBank, President. 
x 





